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CHAPTER 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

This section of the EIR provides discussions of those effects that were identified as 
potentially significant during the Initial Study or NOP process but were concluded not to 
be significant after further analysis. 

4.1 Land Use and Planning 

4.1.1 Existing Conditions 

Currently, approximately 54 percent of the 389.5-acre Project Site is in active agricultural 
use with citrus and avocado groves.  Scattered throughout the Project Site are 13 
agriculture-associated sheds and other structures.  Annual grasslands and native 
vegetation surround the agricultural areas, primarily in the northern and eastern portions 
of the Project Site.  Land to the north and east of the Project Site is undeveloped and 
consists of citrus and avocado orchards, pasture land, and natural open space.   

As described in Chapter 1, the Project Site lies within the community of Fallbrook as 
designated in the San Diego County General Plan.  A portion of the Project Site also lies 
within the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan and the 92-acre western vertical strip is 
included in the I-15/SR-76 MSP.  The approved Campus Park/Hewlett-Packard Specific 
Plan occupies 442 acres immediately west of the Project Site, east of I-15, north of SR-
76, and is also within the MSP.  At this time, the area is undeveloped open space; 
however, two development proposals are in the active plan review stage.  The Project 
Site does not overlap the Campus Park/Hewlett-Packard Specific Plan. 

4.1.2 Existing Land Use Regulations 

The County regulations applicable to the use and development of the Proposed Project 
are briefly described below.  An analysis of the Proposed Project’s compliance with 
these regulatory plans and polices is provided in the following SectionChapter 4.1.3, 
Analysis of Project Effects. 

The San Diego County General Plan is a broad-based planning document that contains 
text, maps, and diagrams explaining the County’s long-range growth and development 
goals and policies.  The adopted General Plan consists of 12 countywide elements: 
Open Space, Regional Land Use, Circulation, Recreation, Conservation, Seismic Safety, 
Scenic Highways, Public Safety, Noise, Housing, Energy, and Public Facility. 

The Regional Land Use Element includes eight regional categories. The two regional 
land use categories of SSA and RDA are designated for the Project Site as shown in 
Figure 4.1-1.  The SSA designation occupies the western 92 acres of the Project Site, 
and the RDA designation occupies the remaining easterly 297.5 acres. 
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The County is currently in the process of preparing the General Plan Update, which is a 
comprehensive update of the adopted General Plan in order to accommodate 
reasonable population growth.  The General Plan Update is in draft form and has not 
been adopted by the County.  However, on January 10, 2001, the County Board of 
Supervisors endorsed goals and policies prepared by the Steering Committee for use as 
a guide during the General Plan Update planning process.  Also endorsed during the 
process are a series of land use alternatives, which include updated land use 
designations for the Fallbrook CP area, including the Project Site.  See 
SectionChapter 5, Alternatives, for a discussion of alternatives consistent with the Draft 
Land Use Map and Referral Map. 

The County General Plan provides the basic structure by which the Fallbrook 
Community Plan is organized.  The Fallbrook CP provides more-defined policies and 
recommendations applicable to development within the community of Fallbrook.  The 
Fallbrook CP was adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in 1974, and amended in 
1988.  Currently, the Fallbrook CP designates the western 92 acres of the Project Site 
as (21) Specific Plan Area and the eastern 297.5 acres as (18) Multiple Rural Use 
(Figure 4.1-2).

In 1988, the Board of Supervisors adopted a General Plan Amendment to the Fallbrook 
CP which included the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan.  The defined I-15 corridor extends 
approximately 20 miles from the Escondido city limits to the Riverside County line, and 
overlaps the 92-acre western vertical strip of the Project Site.  These 92 acres lie within 
the area designated as (21) Specific Planning Area of the Fallbrook CP (refer to Figure 
4.1-2).  The corridor contains an approximate two-mile “viewshed” on either side of the 
freeway in five different community planning areas: North County Metropolitan, Bonsall, 
Valley Center, Fallbrook, and Rainbow. The text of the plan provides goals and policies 
for scenic preservation, land use, public services and facilities, circulation, conservation, 
and coordination and implementation. 

The I-15/SR-76 Interchange MSP is Appendix B of the adopted I-15 Corridor 
Subregional Plan (discussed above). The MSP Area encompasses approximately 1,178 
acres of land located within the four quadrants of the I-15/SR76 interchange.  The 
western 92 acres of the Project Site overlaps a portion of the northeast I-15/SR-76 
quadrant, and is the same area designated in the Fallbrook CP as SPA and in the 
General Plan as regional land use category SSA (refer to Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2). 

The entire MSP is assigned the zoning designation S90, Holding Area Use Regulation. It 
was anticipated that the MSP would be implemented by component Specific Plans within 
the area, each of which must comply with the requirements of the MSP. These 
requirements include the completion of selected studies to identify the detailed needs of 
the plan area and the appropriate methods to support those needs. The supporting 
technical studies include a comprehensive San Luis Rey River plan, a traffic study, a 
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facilities financing plan, a phasing plan, market analysis, implementation guidelines to 
conform with the General Plan Conservation Element’s Dark Sky Policy, design 
guidelines (that conform to the I-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines), and a park 
and open space study. 

The San Diego County Zoning Ordinance provides detailed regulatory provisions for 
development of all unincorporated lands within the County. County zoning is used to 
implement the goals and objectives of the adopted General Plan in accordance with 
State law which requires that the General Plan and corresponding zoning be consistent 
with one another.  The current zone on the westerly 92 acres of the Project Site is S90, 
Holding Area Use Regulations (minimum lot size of 20 acres) and the current zone on 
the easterly 297.5 acres of the Project Site is A70, Limited Agriculture (net minimum lot 
size of 2 acres). Figure 4.1-3 shows the existing zoning for the Project Site. 

Pursuant to the State of California’s Subdivision Map Act, the County’s Subdivision 
Ordinance regulates the division of property in the County.  The ordinance addresses 
design, standards, and required improvements for approval of proposed subdivisions 
and tentative maps; and requires minimum lot sizes, setback designators, and lot 
configurations appropriate to support specific land uses. 

The Project Site contains wetlands, sensitive biological habitat, steep slopes, 
floodplains, and historic and prehistoric resources.  The RPO establishes special 
controls on certain discretionary projects for the protection of environmentally sensitive 
resources, including wetlands, steep slopes, sensitive biological habitats, floodplains, 
and prehistoric and historic sites.  The RPO allows development on sensitive lands “only 
when all feasible mitigation measures to protect the habitat are required as a condition of 
approval and mitigation provides an equal or greater benefit to the affected species.  
Where the Proposed Project has been modified to the greatest extent possible to 
preserve sensitive habitat, on-site or off-site mitigation may be allowed.”  Floodplain 
issues are discussed in Section 4.2. 

The County participates in the NCCP planning process and is committed to the 
development of MSCPs.  The first MSCP was adopted in 1997 and covers the 
southwestern portion of the county.  The second is underway and will cover the northern 
portion of the county, including the area of the Project Site.  The third will cover the 
eastern portion of the county.  Until an MSCP is adopted, sensitive species and habitat 
resource documentation, impact assessment, and mitigation fall under the guidelines set 
forth by San Diego County’s RPO, the NCCP guidelines, and CEQA.  Mitigation would 
be required for Proposed Project impacts that are considered significant under these 
guidelines. 



4.0 Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-4 

2.0Significant Environmental Effects

4.1.3 Guidelines for the Determination of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR, the basis for the determination of significance is based on 
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.  A significant impact to land use and planning would 
occur if the project would result in a: 

1. Direct conflict with applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (i.e., General Plan; Fallbrook CP, including the I-15 
Corridor Subregional Plan with its Scenic Preservation Guidelines and I-15/SR-76 
Interchange MSP; Zoning Ordinance; Subdivision Ordinance; RPO; and the NCCP), 
including how the project will meet any General Plan or other County requirements 
for parks. 

2. Physically divide an established community. 

4.1.4 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance 

A significant impact would occur if the project would conflict with applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (i.e., General 
Plan; Fallbrook CP, including the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan with its Scenic 
Preservation Guidelines and I-15/SR-76 Interchange MSP; Zoning Ordinance; 
Subdivision Ordinance; RPO; and the NCCP), including how the project will meet any 
General Plan or other County requirements for parks. 

Appendix KL of this EIR (San Diego County General Plan Compliance Report for the 
Proposed Project), includes a detailed assessment of the Proposed Project’s compliance 
with all elements, goals, and policies of the County General Plan, Fallbrook CP 
(including the Fallbrook Design Guidelines), the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan 
(including the I-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation Guidelines), and the I-15/SR-76 MSP.  
As outlined below and summarized in Section 1.6 of Chapter 1 of this EIR, the Proposed 
Project is not consistent with the current land use designations contained in the adopted 
County General Plan, Fallbrook CP, and I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan, or the current 
use regulations contained in the County Zoning Ordinance.  However, as part of the 
Proposed Project, the applicant will be processing a GPA and Rezone, which would 
render the Proposed Project consistent with all applicable land use regulations.   

San Diego County General Plan 

The Project proposes urban land uses and densities that are not consistent with the 
existing General Plan Regional Land Use Element regional categories of RDA and SSA 
for the site, and goals pertaining to preservation of rural lands.  As part of the Proposed 
Project, the General Plan Regional Land Use Map is proposed to be amended to 
remove the existing RDA and SSA regional categories and to re-designate the entire 
389.5-acre site as CUDA, Current Urban Development Area (as shown in Figure 4.1-1).  
By changing the Regional Land Use category to CUDA, the General Plan goals 
pertaining to non-urban lands would no longer apply to the Project Site as it would be 
henceforth considered urban land, upon which urban residential land use types and 
densities would be appropriately suited. 
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The proposed change in the SSA and RDA regional land use categories for the Project 
Site to CUDA is supported by evidence of change or proposed change in surrounding 
land uses.  Two Specific Plans have been approved for land west and adjacent to the 
Project Site that would entail the eventual development of urban uses.  The approved 
Campus Park/Hewlett-Packard Specific Plan occupies 442 acres immediately west of 
the Project Site, east of I-15 and is designated CUDA.  While this area is currently 
undeveloped open space, two urban-residential development proposals (Campus Park 
and Campus Park West) are in the active plan review stage (Figure 1-1). Additionally, a 
campus for Palomar College has been approved within the Campus Park/Hewlett-
Packard Specific Plan area.  Adjacent to and including part of the Project Site is also the 
I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan and I-15/SR-76 MSP.  These corridor plans are focused 
on I-15 interchanges and have identified the I-15/SR-76 area as an area of future 
development.  

Adoption of the proposed General Plan Amendment by the County Board of Supervisors 
(among other actions, as identified in Chapter 1, Table 1-6), to accomplish the 
necessary change of County Regional Land Use Element land use designation from 
RDA/SSA to CUDA would render the Proposed Project consistent with the County 
General Plan regional land use categories and land use goals.  Accordingly, impacts 
associated with inconsistencies with the General Plan would be less than significant.  
Analysis of development consistent with the General Plan Update Draft Land Use Map 
Alternative and the General Plan Update Referral Map Alternative is provided in Chapter 
5, Alternatives, 5.6 and 5.7.  

Fallbrook Community Plan 

The Proposed Project proposes residential densities that are not consistent with the 
existing Fallbrook CP (18) Multiple Rural Use land use designation for the eastern 297.5 
acres of the Project Site, and therefore, proposes a GPA to change the Fallbrook CP 
land use designations to (21) SPA for the entire site (as shown in Figure 4.1-2).  By 
changing the land use designation for the eastern 297.5 acres of the Project Site to SPA, 
the Proposed Project would conform to the Fallbrook CP, and any potential 
inconsistencies pertaining to development of rural lands would be de facto resolved.    

Areas designated SPA require detailed planning prior to development in order to 
address environmental constraints or unique land use concerns that require special land 
use and/or design controls.  Once land is designated SPA, no major or minor tentative 
subdivision maps or reclassifications to more intensive zones shall be approved except 
in accordance with the adopted SPA, as described in Section 65451 of the California 
Government Code.  The Board of Supervisors may adopt by resolution any goals, 
objectives, or conditions for a SPA that it deems appropriate.  Community or Subregional 
Plans implement the SPA designation by identifying those areas that must have a SPA 
adopted prior to further subdivision of any lands designated as (21) SPA.  For the sake 
of continuity throughout the project, the Proposed Project includes all 389.5 acres in a 
Specific Plan Amendment, not just the 92 acres currently designated SPA. 

The Proposed Project is located in an area that, together with two other ownerships, has 
long been planned for urban development.  Past approvals have included a Specific 
Plan for a large office park and urban residential development.  The County currently 
regards this area as one of future development in the proposed General Plan Update.  
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The proposed General Plan Update shows land use intensities similar to that being 
proposed. 

Adoption of the proposed General Plan Amendment and Meadowood SPA by the 
County Board of Supervisors would accomplish the necessary change in the Fallbrook 
CP land use designation to (21) SPA for the entire Project Site and would render the 
Proposed Project consistent with the Fallbrook CP land use designations and land use 
goals.  Therefore, impacts associated with inconsistencies with the Fallbrook CP would 
be less than significant.

I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan and Guidelines 

A detailed assessment of the consistency of the Proposed Project to the goals, policies 
and guidelines of the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan, including its Scenic Preservation 
Guidelines, is contained in Appendix KL. As discussed in the appendix, the Proposed 
Project is concluded to be consistent with the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan and Scenic 
Preservation Guidelines. A detailed discussion and analysis of the Proposed Project’s 
consistency is located in Chapter 2.1.1, Aesthetics, of this DEIR. As such, impacts 
associated with inconsistencies with the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan and Guidelines 
would be less than significant.

I-15/SR-76 Interchange Master Specific Plan 

An evaluation of the consistency of the Proposed Project to the requirements of the 
I-15/SR-76 Interchange MSP is provided in Appendix KL as well as Appendix 1 to the 
Meadowood Specific Plan Amendment/GPAR. As discussed in the appendix, and 
summarized below, the Proposed Project is concluded to be consistent with the MSP, 
given completion of necessary supporting studies. 

The MSP includes suggested targets related to the density (1.73 dwelling units per 
acre), lot size minimums of 15,000 square feet on land with less than 15 percent slope 
and residential clustering within the plan area. Additional studies are required in the MSP 
to identify the detailed needs of the plan area and may indicate a need to modify these 
targets.  The Proposed Project exceeds the current MSP targets. According to the MSP, 
a final land use plan should not be adopted until additional technical studies are 
completed.  These studies are to be carried out by County staff and/or consultants but 
funded by the land owners within the MSP. The additional studies include: (1) San Luis 
Rey River Plan; (2) traffic study; (3) a facilities financing plan; (4) a phasing plan; (5) 
market analysis; (6) Dark Sky Policy implementation procedures; (7) design guidelines 
for the I-15 corridor; and (8) a park and open space study.   

To establish consistency with the MSP, the County has addressed or the Proposed 
Project applicant has fulfilled or is proposing to fulfill completion of necessary studies, 
through the project development process. Appendix KL contains an assessment of the 
status of these reports.  Below is a summary of that assessment: 

1. The County has completed the San Luis Rey River Park Draft Master Plan which 
identified no constraints to the Project Site. 

2. The County, as part of the General Plan Update process, completed a county-
wide traffic study that culminated in a proposed update to the Circulation Element 
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of the General Plan Update. Concurrently, the Proposed Project applicant has 
completed its own traffic analysis for the project and surrounding area. 

3. The County of San Diego and the State of California (Caltrans) have studied the 
needed public facilities for the Proposed Project area. The applicant, County, and 
other organizations are scheduled to complete all required facility improvements, 
as well as to contribute to financing methods appropriate to public facility 
construction.  Scheduled facilities include I-15/SR-76 interchange improvements, 
widening of SR-76, and extension of Horse Ranch Creek Road and Pala Mesa 
Drive. In addition, the County has adopted a Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) 
program for Fallbrook and the North County Region that identify the facilities and 
improvements necessary for local and regional roads within the Fallbrook area. 

4. A phasing plan has been completed and is included in Chapter 1 of this EIR.  
This plan addresses phasing of proposed private development with the phasing 
and financing of public facility improvements. 

5. The Applicant is prepared to provide a market analysis for Meadowood, showing 
the type, size, period, and rate of development that can be expected to occur as 
justification for the Proposed Project. Both SANDAG and the County have 
recognized and documented residential land shortages within the County.  
Through the MSP approved for this area, and the County’s General Plan Update, 
as well as other analyses, the Project Site has been identified as a future smart 
growth area to respond to the housing shortage and impending population influx.  
The development area is designated by the County’s General Plan Update as 
Village Residential. The Village category identifies areas where a higher intensity 
and a wide range of land uses are established or have been planned. 

6. In its Dark Sky Policy and Light Pollution Code, the County has codified lighting 
requirements and measures to ensure protection from the effects of light 
pollution.  The tentative maps for the Proposed Project have been designed to 
comply with these restrictions, and conformance to the Dark Sky Policy and Light 
Pollution Code must be determined by the County prior to project approval. 

7. The Proposed Project design incorporates the I-15 Corridor Scenic Preservation 
guidelines.  Compliance with the Guidelines will be confirmed by the I-15 Design 
Review Board prior to project approval. 

8. The San Luis Rey River Park Draft Master Plan integrated park, open space, and 
trails for the San Luis Rey River Corridor at the southern end of the Project Site.  
The County’s Community Trails Master Plan and Trail Defense and 
Indemnification Ordinance further delineates park and open space requirements.  
The Proposed Project’s conformance to these plans must be demonstrated prior 
to project approval, and an additional park/open space/trails study specific to the 
Project Site may be required.  

In summary, each of the required studies has been addressed through the processing of 
the Proposed Project.  Through completion of the necessary supporting studies, the 
Proposed Project conforms to the MSP. Determination of completion of these study 
requirements by the County Board of Supervisors would render the Proposed Project 
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consistent with the MSP, and accordingly, associated impacts would be less than 
significant.

County Zoning Ordinance 

The Proposed Project proposes residential land uses and densities that are not 
consistent with existing zoning, which includes S90, Holding Area Use Regulations 
(minimum lot size of 20 acres) for the western 92 acres of the Project Site and A70, 
Limited Agriculture (minimum lot size of two acres) for the eastern 297.5 acres of the 
Project Site.  The project proposes the construction of a maximum of 886 single-family 
detached, multi-family attached, and multi-family detached dwelling units at an overall 
density of 2.3 dwelling units per acre.  Uses associated with residential development are 
also proposed, including school and park sites and wastewater facilities. 

As part of the Proposed Project, the applicant will be processing a Rezone to rezone the 
entire 389.5-acre site to S88, Specific Plan Area, to allow for a maximum of 886 single-
family and multi-family dwelling units. Adoption of the proposed Rezone by the County 
Board of Supervisors (as identified in Table 1-6 of Chapter 1 of this EIR) would render 
the Proposed Project consistent with the County Zoning Ordinance use regulations.  
Accordingly, impacts associated with inconsistencies with zoning regulations would be 
less than significant.

Section 4230 of the San Diego County Zoning Ordinance indicates that the purpose of 
lot area averaging is to allow flexibility in lot size, taking topography into account so as to 
minimize grading and preserve steep natural slopes and environmental resources. The 
intent is that the lots shall relate to the topography, neighborhood character, 
environmental quality, and natural resources, with larger lots or open space to be 
located in steep areas or in other environmentally constrained areas.  The Proposed 
Project conforms to Section 4230, Lot Area Averaging. 

County Subdivision Ordinance 

The Proposed Project complies with lot size and layout requirements of the County of 
San Diego Subdivision Ordinance, and is, therefore, consistent with the Subdivision 
Ordinance. As such, associated impacts would be less than significant.

Resource Protection Ordinance  

The Proposed Project does not include any alteration to the San Luis Rey River 
floodway and has been designed to the greatest extent possible to preserve steep 
slopes, sensitive habitat and cultural resources, and is consistent with the RPO.  

A steep slope analysis prepared for the Proposed Project identified the various slope 
categories on the Project Site and was used extensively to determine suitable 
development locations by minimizing development encroachment into the steep slopes 
and preserving significant slopes. The Proposed Project will preserve 164.1 acres of the 
180.3 acres (91 percent) of on-site RPO steep slopes. The minimal areas of 
encroachment are within the allowances identified in RPO.   

The Proposed Project development design also took into consideration locations of 
sensitive habitat and cultural resources, and the resulting project design avoids sensitive 



 4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-9 

habitat and preserves 122.4 acres of sensitive habitat in open space.  Additional 
information regarding RPO compliance is contained in the Cultural Resources, Biological 
Resources, Hydrology, and Parks and Recreation sections of this EIR.  As such, impacts 
associated with inconsistencies with the RPO would be less than significant.

Natural Community Conservation Plan 

The Proposed Project’s open space system is consistent with the goals and objectives of 
the NCCP, qualifying the Specific Plan Amendment for permitting authority under 4 (d) 
rule under the NCCP. No direct impacts to habitat occupied by the coastal California 
gnatcatcher will occur. Indirect impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and arroyo 
toad will be minimized through various construction practices as outlined in Section 3.1 
of this EIR and Mitigation and Monitoring Program. The Proposed Project contributes to 
regional connectivity, does not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival of MSCP 
covered species, and minimizes loss of natural habitat. Therefore, the proposed project 
is consistent with the NCCP and Habitat Loss Permit requirements, and associated 
impacts would be less than significant.

A significant impact would occur if the project would physically divide an established 
community. 

The existing community of Fallbrook is located west of the Proposed Project and is 
physically separated from the Project Site by I-15.  Because there is not an established 
community within the project area that would be subject to division, no impact would
occur.     

4.1.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Projects that were included in the assessment of cumulative impacts are listed in 
Table 1-7 and shown on Figure 1-19. This area of the Fallbrook community is 
characterized by predominantly low-density residential development and agricultural 
uses.  Several other cumulative projects in the Fallbrook CP area propose residential 
and related development by conversion of agricultural uses into residential use to 
accommodate the housing needs of the region. The conversion from an agricultural use 
to residential and related uses was anticipated by the community plan. Projects that 
require community plan amendments and that conflict with the policies in the plan would 
have the potential to represent a cumulative land use impact.  Specifically, the Proposed 
Project along with the Campus Park and Campus Park West projects in the northwest 
northeast quadrant of I-15/SR-76 corridor all require community plan amendments. As 
noted previously, this quadrant is addressed as part of the General Plan Update, which 
currently shows increased residential densities beyond that shown in the adopted 
community plan. While the specific densities and land use designations will be 
determined through the Draft General Plan Update process, the Proposed Project 
combined with the other cumulative projects would accommodate the envisioned goals 
and policies of the update and not represent a cumulatively significant land use impact.  
Conformance to the community plan demonstrates that a project meets the land use 
objectives for the growth and development of the community. It is also the goal of the 
County of San Diego to accommodate growth in a manner that will complement the 
environment of Fallbrook. 
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The planned residential densities are compatible with the existing densities in the 
existing Lake Rancho Viejo project located just south of SR-76, and with the land uses 
proposed in the adjacent Campus Park and Campus Park West projects.  The latter 
propose a variety of residential densities and housing types, along with compatible 
commercial, community, and public uses. The Proposed Project’s higher densities are 
clustered in the flatter, western portions of the property, adjacent to the more urban uses 
in Campus Park and Campus Park West.  Natural open space and agricultural uses are 
located on the northern and eastern portions of the property to ensure compatibility with 
the existing scattered homes and citrus and avocado groves.   

The Proposed Project would not significantly disrupt or divide the established community 
because the physical arrangement of established development is consistent with 
surrounding uses and character. The Proposed Project would be consistent with the 
County of San Diego RPO and the NCCP. Since other projects in the vicinity also 
conform to the RPO and the NCCP, cumulative impacts would be less than significant.

4.1.6 Conclusion 

Adoption of the proposed amendments and rezone by the County Board of Supervisors 
would render the Proposed Project consistent with all applicable land use plans, policies, 
and regulations.  The Proposed Project’s consistency with the General Plan goals and 
policies and Fallbrook CP additionally affirms its consistency with the long-term vision of 
applicable plans and ordinances. Potential impacts associated with plan inconsistencies 
would therefore be less than significant. 

The Proposed Project entails development of a maximum of 886 single-family and multi-
family dwellings where four houses currently exist. No residents would be displaced 
during the construction phase of the Proposed Project. Additionally, there is no 
established community within the Proposed Project area that would be subject to 
division. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 



FIGURE 4.1-1
Existing and Proposed Regional Category

Map Source: Rick Engineering Company, May 2009
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FIGURE 4.1-2
Existing and Proposed Land Use Desingnations

Map Source: Rick Engineering Company, 2009
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FIGURE 4.1-3
Existing and Proposed Zoning

Map Source: Rick Engineering Company, May 2009
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4.2 Hydrology and Water Quality 

A Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), Drainage Study and Hydromodification 
Management Study (HMS) were prepared in April 2009 for the Proposed Project. These 
studies, along with other applicable information, are summarized below. The studies in 
their entirety are included as Appendices ML-1, ML-2, and ML-3 of this EIR respectively.   

4.2.1 Existing Regulations 

The Clean Water Act (CWA), enacted in 1972, is intended to restore and maintain the 
integrity of the nation’s water through a system of water quality standards, discharge 
limitations, and permits. The fundamental purpose of the CWA is the protection of 
designated beneficial uses of water resources. The amendment of the CWA in 1987 
includes a provision prohibiting discharges of pollutants contained in stormwater runoff 
and requires many cities to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit to control urban and stormwater runoff. 

FEMA is the primary agency in charge of administering programs and coordinating with 
communities to establish effective flood plain management standards. FEMA is 
responsible for delineating areas of flood hazards. It is then the responsibility of State 
and local agencies to implement the means of carrying out FEMA requirements. 

This Act, which is a portion of the State Water Code, establishes responsibilities and 
authorities of the State’s Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB). Each 
RWQCB is directed to adopt water quality control plans for the waters of an area to 
include identification of beneficial uses, objectives to protect those uses, and an 
implementation plan to accomplish the objectives. 

The WPO contains discharge prohibitions, and requirements that vary depending on 
type of land use activity proposed and location within the County. The intent of the WPO 
is to protect water resources and improve water quality through the uses of management 
practices aimed at reducing polluted runoff. 

The Proposed Project is not subject to regulation under the GO. The GO applies to 
projects that propose the use of groundwater not provided by a Water Service Agency. 
The Proposed Project water use will be managed by a MWD.  
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4.2.2 Existing Conditions 

There is an existing ridgeline within the Project Site which separates the site into two 
watersheds.  The portion located east of the ridgeline is within the San Diego Region 
watershed, of the San Luis Rey Hydrologic Unit, of the Monserate Hydrologic Area, of 
the Pala Hydrologic Subarea (903.21). Approximately 71 acres of the Project Site are 
within Hydrologic Unit 903.21. This area is to remain undisturbed, thus preserving all 
existing drainage patterns. The portion of the Project Site west of the ridgeline, is located 
within the San Diego Region watershed, of the San Luis Rey Hydrologic Unit, of the 
Lower San Luis Rey Hydrologic Area, of the Bonsall Hydrologic Subarea (903.12). Since 
Proposed Project development would occur within this watershed, Unit 903.12 is the 
focus of the following discussion and analysis.  

Currently, runoff from the Project Site drains westerly into Horse Ranch Creek.  Horse 
Ranch Creek confluences with the San Luis Rey River which ultimately outfalls into the 
Pacific Ocean. According to the 2006 CWA 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited 
Segments Requiring TMDLS, the lower 13 miles of the San Luis Rey River is impaired 
for chloride and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).  Chloride and TDS levels usually occur 
from urban run-off/storm sewers being introduced into water systems.  The Pacific 
Ocean shoreline at the San Luis Rey River is impaired for bacteria, which usually occurs 
from animal wastes. 

Beneficial uses for inland surface water within Hydrologic Unit 903.12 include 
Agricultural Supply (AGR), Industrial Services Supply (IND), Contact Recreation (REC1), 
Non-Contact Recreation (REC2), Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special 
Significance (BIOL), Warm Freshwater Habitat (WARM), Wildlife Habitat (WILD) and 
Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE).  Groundwater beneficial uses at 
the Project Site include Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN), AGR, and IND.  

The Project Site has existing avocado and citrus groves that have been in operation 
since the 1980s. Existing on-site agricultural groundwater use is estimated to be 
approximately 618 af/yr.  

There are two floodplains adjacent to the Project Site.  The Horse Ranch Creek 
floodplain is located to the west of the Project Site and the San Luis Rey River floodplain 
is located south of the Project Site.  Horse Ranch Creek is not a FEMA defined 
floodplain; no floodplain and/or floodway have been defined on a Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FIRM).  San Luis Rey River is a FEMA defined floodplain.  The 100-year water 
floodplain limits are delineated on a FIRM.  

The southwestern portion of the Project Site (PA-1) is located within the fringe of the 
existing 100-year Horse Ranch Creek.  As stated above, this floodplain is not defined by 
FEMA; however, a floodplain analysis has been prepared and is located in Appendix O 
of this EIR.  The southern portion of PA 1 is adjacent to San Luis Rey River.  Associated 
with the re-alignment of SR-76, a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) was 
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submitted to the County and the FEMA.  The CLOMR was approved and issued on 
November 22, 2005 (Case Number 05-09-1045R).  Based on the SR-76 re-alignment 
(now under construction) and the hydraulic analysis, the CLOMR proposes that the 
northern limit of the San Luis Rey floodplain will be revised to be re-located immediately 
south of the new SR-76 alignment.  As a result, the southern portion of the Project Site is 
not within the San Luis Rey floodplain.  Upon completion of the SR-76 realignment, 
Caltrans will submit a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) and formally update the floodplain 
and the FIRM for this portion of the San Luis Rey River. 

As stated above, a ridgeline exists which splits existing runoff to the east and west. The 
portion of the Project Site proposed for development is entirely within the western 
watershed.  Runoff is conveyed westerly towards Horse Ranch Creek, which conveys 
runoff from about 7,300 acres tributary in a southerly direction and crosses SR-76 and 
southerly to confluence with the San Luis Rey River. The San Luis Rey River flows 
westerly, confluencing with Keys Creek from the southeast and then downstream under 
I-15 and ultimately outlets into the Pacific Ocean.   

4.2.3 Guidelines for the Determination of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR, the basis for the determination of significance is based on 
the County’s Guidelines for the Determination of Significance, Hydrology, approved July 
30, 2007 and Surface Water Quality, approved July 30, 2007.   

A significant hydrology/water quality impact would occur if the project would: 

1. Not conform to applicable Federal, State, or local “Clean Water” statutes or 
regulations, including, but not limited to, the CWA, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Act, or County of San Diego WPO. 

2. Drain to a tributary of an impaired water body listed on the CWA Section 303(d) list, 
and will contribute substantial additional pollutant(s) for which the receiving water 
body is already impaired.  

3. Contribute pollution in excess of that allowed by applicable State or local water 
quality objectives or will cause or contribute to the degradation of beneficial uses.   

4. Result in placing housing, habitable structures, or unanchored impediments to flow in 
a 100-year floodplain area, or other special flood hazard area, as shown on a FIRM, 
a County Flood Plain Map or County Alluvial Fan Map, which would subsequently 
endanger health, safety and property due to flooding.   

 OR 

The project will place structures within a 100-year flood hazard or alter the floodway 
in a manner that would redirect or impede flow resulting in any of the following:   

 a. Alter the Lines of Inundation resulting in the placement of other housing in a     
100 year flood hazard;  
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 OR  

 b. Increase water surface elevation in a watercourse with a watershed equal to 
or greater than one square mile by one foot or more in height and in the case of 
the San Luis Rey River, San Dieguito River, San Diego River, Sweetwater 
River or Otay River 2/10 of a foot in height.  

5. Substantially alter existing drainage patterns in a matter which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

6. Result in increased velocities and peak flow rates exiting the Project Site that would 
cause flooding downstream or exceed the stormwater drainage system capacity 
serving the Project Site. 

7. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level.  

4.2.4 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance 

A significant impact would occur if the project did not conform to applicable statutes or 
regulations resulting in the contribution of substantial additional pollutants to an impaired 
water body listed on CWA Section 303(d) list or result in the degradation of beneficial 
uses.   

Potential water quality impacts are associated with both short-term construction activities 
and long-term residential use. As stated above, a project specific SWMP has been 
prepared to address these issues including detailed design, operation and maintenance 
discussions for short and long-term water quality concerns.  

Construction Activities: Proposed Project grading, excavation, and construction activities 
would increase the potential for erosion and sedimentation both within and downstream 
of the Project Site. Downstream water quality and associated wildlife habitat could be 
impacted through the introduction of additional contaminants. Additionally, on-site use 
and storage of construction related hazardous materials could accidentally discharge 
resulting in significant impacts to surface water quality if such materials reach 
downstream receiving waters. The SWMP provides a preliminary list of BMPs which 
could be included as project design features, the implementation of which would result in 
the avoidance of accidental discharges and reduce erosion potential and sedimentation.  

It is noted that no site specific BMPs for construction activities are identified in the 
SWMP. A site specified Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be 
developed prior to construction pursuant to the NPDES General Permit and applicable 
County requirements. The SWPPP will identify detailed measures to prevent and control 
the off-site discharge of contaminants in storm water runoff. These specific pollution 
control measure will be incorporated into the Proposed Project. 

While project specific measures vary with individual site conditions, a summary of typical 
temporary BMPs that may be used during construction include: street sweeping, waste 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-19 

disposal, vehicle and equipment maintenance, concrete washout area, materials 
storage, minimization of hazardous materials and proper handling and storage of 
hazardous materials.  Typical erosion and sediment control measures include: silt 
fences, fiber rolls, gravel bags, temporary desilting basins, velocity check dams, 
temporary ditches or swales, storm water inlet protection, and soil stabilization 
measures. Implementation of these measures, or others as determined appropriate in 
the Proposed Project SWPPP, as design features would reduce potential impacts from 
construction related activities to the beneficial uses or water quality of receiving waters 
to be less than significant.

Residential Use: Potential long-term water quality impacts associated with the use of the 
site as a residential community include the generation and discharge of urban 
contaminants. These contaminants include sediment, trash and debris, nutrients, heavy 
metals, organic compounds, oxygen demanding substances, oil and grease, bacteria 
and viruses and pesticides. The SWMP includes Site Design BMPs, Low Impact 
Development (LID) requirements, Source Control BMPs and Treatment Control BMPs 
which have been incorporated into the Proposed Project as project design features, the 
implementation of which would result in the avoidance or reduction of potential long-term 
water quality impacts.  

Site Design BMPs are those BMPS that the Proposed Project will include as an inherent 
characteristic of the project’s design. As detailed in the SWMP, the Proposed Project is 
designed to minimize impervious surfaces and conserve natural areas where feasible. 
Additionally, the Proposed Project includes where feasible the following: runoff from 
developed areas drain into adjacent landscaping; minimizing cut and fill areas to reduce 
slope lengths, landscaping the slopes, incorporating retaining walls to reduce steepness 
or shorten slopes, provide benching or terraces on high cut and fill slopes to reduce 
concentration of flows, rounding and shaping slopes, and collecting concentrated flows 
in stabilized drains and channels.  

Utilizing LID is a requirement of the WPO. LID is an approach to land development that 
works with nature to manage stormwater as close to its source as possible. Significant 
LID measures have been incorporated into the Proposed Project’s design as detailed in 
the SWMP: preserving significant trees; restricting heavy construction equipment access 
to planned green/open space areas; clustering lot design; curb-cut to landscaping; rural 
swales; permeable pavements within southern planning areas; downspout swales and 
utilizing smart irrigation systems and smart trees. 

Source Control BMPs are intended to avoid or minimize the introduction of pollutants 
into the storm drain and natural drainage systems by reducing the potential generation of 
the pollutant at the point of origin. The SWMP details the Proposed Project’s inclusion of 
the following BMPs as project design measures: storm drain stencils prohibiting 
dumping, use of efficient irrigation systems including rain shut-off devices, designing 
systems to meet each landscaped areas specific needs, using flow reducers or shut off 
valves. 

Treatment Control BMPs infiltrate, treat or filter runoff from developed areas. The 
Proposed Project is divided into nine drainage basins as shown in Figure 4.2-1. In 
addition to the Site Design, Source Control and LID BMPs described above, the 
Proposed Project includes seven detention basins and two high rate media filters as the 
treatment control BMPs.  A “settling basin” is a treatment control BMP that collects water 
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allowing it to naturally filter. The high rate media filters are a propriety product that is 
manufactured by BioClean Environmental Inc. The high rate media filters are a BioClean 
Inlet Insert with a Biomedia Green Filter. Details of the Site Design, Source Control, and 
Treatment Control BMPs, in addition to the LID measures, for each drainage basin are 
included in the SWMP. 

The detention facilities have three functions that consist of detaining the 100-year storm 
to pre-project levels, water quality treatment, and hydromodification management.  To be 
consistent with the County’s manuals and water quality language, the detention facilities 
are identified as “detention basins” in the drainage report, “ponds” in the HMS, and 
“settling basins” in the SWMP. It is important to note that while the three reports have 
different terminology for the detention facilities (per the County manuals), all of the 
detention facilities, with the exception of the underground vault in the most southern 
drainage basins, incorporate detention for the 100-year storm event, hydromodification 
management, and water quality treatment. The underground vault, located in the most 
southerly drainage basin only incorporates hydromodification management. For the 
purposes of this section (Local Surface and Water Quality Section), the detention 
facilities are identified as settling basins.   

As stated earlier, the Proposed Project ultimately discharges into the lower 13 miles of 
the San Luis Rey River, which is an impaired water body.  However, implementation of 
the above described measures, as design features, would reduce potential long-term 
impacts of the Proposed Project to the beneficial uses or water quality of receiving 
waters to less than significant.

A significant impact would occur if the project would result in placing housing, habitable 
structures, or unanchored impediments to flow in a 100-year floodplain area, or other 
special flood hazard area, as shown on a FIRM, a County Flood Plain Map or County 
Alluvial Fan Map, which would subsequently endanger health, safety and property due to 
flooding; or will place structures within a 100-year flood hazard or alter the floodway in a 
manner that would redirect or impede flow resulting in any of the following:   

 a. Alter the Lines of Inundation resulting in the placement of other housing in a 
100 year flood hazard; or  

 b. Increase water surface elevation in a watercourse with a watershed equal to 
or greater than one square mile by one foot or more in height and in the case of 
the San Luis Rey River, San Dieguito River, San Diego River, Sweetwater 
River or Otay River 2/10 of a foot in height.  

As discussed above, the Horse Ranch Creek floodplain and floodway is not currently 
defined by FEMA. Pre- and post-project 100-year floodplain analyses have been 
performed for the portion of Horse Ranch Creek adjacent to the Proposed Project.   As a 
result, it has been determined that portions of PA1 and Street R are located within the 
Horse Ranch Creek floodplain. Both PA1 and Street R are located in the portion of the 
creek that is not in the effective affected area of conveyance.  In addition, improvements 
will be designed along Street R so that flow is not impeded but rather allow flow to be 
conveyed downstream and as such not result in adverse impact to the floodplain. The 
100-year floodplain analyses show that the Proposed Project would not adversely impact 
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the hydraulic characteristics of the creek with respect to water surface elevations and 
velocities.  Implementation of the improvements associated with Street R and the 
grading of PA1 will assure that floodplain related impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project will be less than significant.

As mentioned previously, the San Luis Rey 100-year floodplain has been revised based 
on the recent improvements to SR-76.  As a result, the limits of the floodplain have been 
realigned to the southern side of SR-76 and no longer impact or will be impacted by the 
Proposed Project.   

A significant impact would occur if the project would substantially alter existing drainage 
patterns in a matter which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site or 
result in increased velocities and peak flow rates exiting the Project Site that would 
cause flooding downstream or exceed the stormwater drainage system capacity serving 
the Project Site. 

Topographic conditions of the Project Site include steep slopes within the eastern 
portion of the Project Site generally becoming more moderate from east to west.  
Existing drainage naturally flows in a westerly direction.  In the pre-project condition, the 
Project Site consists of 389.5 acres of undeveloped land.  In the post-project condition, 
the Project Site would consist of 217.8 acres of development and result in an increase in 
the area of impervious surfaces.  Pre, post undetained, and post detained peak 100-year 
flow rates for each drainage basin are shown in Table 4.2-1.   

TABLE 4.2-1 
SUMMARY OF PRE- AND POST-PROJECT HYDROLOGIC ANALYSES 

Drainage Basin 
100-Year Flow Rate 

(cubic feet per second) 

100-Year 
Detention 
Volume
(ac-ft)

Drainage Area 
(acres) 

Pre Post Pre 
Post 

(Undetained) 
Post 

(Detained) Post Pre Post 
100 1000 20.0 17.8 n/a n/a 11.2 9.6 
200 2000 85.4 108.1 82.0 1.2 62.1 59.5 
300 3000 79.1 135.6 79.1 4.00 58.5 61.6 
400 4000 16.9 39.3 16.9 1.20 11.1 11.2 
700A 7000 257.3 507.1 257.0 16.68 191.3 190.6 
700B 7000B 76.2 98.5 74.8 4.00 43.8 45.3 
800 8000A 84.8 99.3 84.5 1.89 50.7 26.8 

8000B 80.3 2.81 26.1 
900 9000 45.3 45.6 n/a n/a 21.4 18.3 

The Proposed Project has been divided into nine major drainage basins and 
incorporates two concepts with respect to detention and mimicking pre-project 
characteristics.  First, the Proposed Project would attenuate the post-project flow rates to 
pre-project levels for the 100-year storm event, where appropriate (seven locations).  
Second the Proposed Project would mimic pre-project peak flows and durations for the 
storms equal to 20 percent of the 5-year storm through the 10-year storm (0.2Q5 – Q10), 
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where appropriate (eight locations).  The 100-year detention is proposed, so that the 
watershed or downstream facilities are not adversely impacted as a result of the 
Proposed Project.  By incorporating 100-year detention, the Proposed Project mimics 
pre-project flowrates and velocities within Horse Ranch Creek.  The Proposed Project 
also manages peak flow rates and durations in accordance with the Interim 
Hydromodification Criteria to manage increases in runoff and velocities resulting in 
erosion or siltation.  As a result of these two detention components, the Proposed 
Project would not increase runoff velocities resulting in erosion or siltation on or off-site. 
The post-project runoff will be detained to pre-project levels, where required, prior to 
leaving the Project Site due to the inclusion of seven detention basins and one 
underground vault.

There are nine proposed major drainage basins and as such there are nine proposed 
locations along the western boundary where runoff would exit the Project Site. Two 
drainage basins would not exceed pre-project levels during a 100-year storm event.  
Detention facilities are proposed in the remainder of the drainage basins.  As a result, in 
the post-project condition, all of the nine locations along the western boundary of the 
Project Site would release runoff to at or below 100-year pre-project levels.  Details 
regarding the size of the seven detention basin/pond/settling basin and the underground 
vault (hydromodification management pond) are included in the drainage study, HMS, 
and SWMP (Appendices M-1, M-2, and M-3). 

The underground vault, located in the most southerly drainage basin, only includes 
volume for hydromodification management.  No detention component is necessary, 
because post-project flow rates do not exceed pre-project flow rates for the 100-year 
storm.  Therefore, in addition to the underground vault, the Proposed Project also 
incorporates hdyromodification management into the seven detention basins. The seven 
detention basins, located throughout the project site, in addition to attenuating the 100-
year post-project storm to pre-project levels, also incorporate hydromodification 
management and water quality functions.  To be consistent with the language in the 
local plans, manuals, and ordinances, the drainage study refers to the detention facilities 
as “detention basins”, the HMS refers to the detention facilities as “ponds”, and the 
SWMP refers to the detention facilities as “settling basins”.   

Due to the implementation of the detention facilities on-site, the Proposed Project would 
not result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site. The detention facilities and the 
energy dissipaters (where required) would also manage the velocities exiting the 
Proposed Project.  In addition, the hydromodification management component that is 
associated with the detention facilities (ponds) would reduce the effect of the Proposed 
Project’s changes to runoff characteristics which could lead to increased erosion and 
sediment transport off site. Specifically, the Proposed Project would apply the following 
measures: noncontiguous sidewalks, roof drains not connected to the storm drain 
system, ponds/detention facilities (discussed above), and porous driveways.  
Implementation of these measures will assure that potential impacts associated with 
changes in drainage patterns and increased runoff velocities resulting in substantial 
erosions and sedimentation would be less than significant.

Development of the Proposed Project would require the installation of public and private 
storm drain facilities to capture and convey off-site and on-site runoff to the westerly 
boundary of the Project Site. The Project’s outfalls have been proposed in locations that 
are consistent with the pre-project discharge locations. If the adjacent project (Campus 
Park TM 5338) is constructed before or concurrent with the Proposed Project, there will 
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be several storm drain systems that will be connected to these downstream off-site 
storm drain systems.  If the adjacent construction occurs, energy dissipaters will not be 
required at these locations.  However, if the Proposed Project develops before the 
adjacent development, runoff will be discharged along the western boundary to existing 
swales and channels that discharge into Horse Ranch Creek. Appropriate erosion 
control measures will be utilized at all discharge points that convey flow overland to 
Horse Ranch Creek. Implementation of these design measures would reduce run-off 
volumes and velocities. Therefore, impacts associated with exceeding the existing or 
planned stormwater facilities will be less than significant.

A significant impact would occur if the project would substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a 
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.  

The Proposed Project will obtain its potable water from a MWD.  According to the Water 
Study, the Proposed Project will require approximately 328.8 af/yr of non-potable water 
for outdoor irrigation at the school, park, HOA areas, right-of-ways and retained groves. 
Non-potable water for the Proposed Project will be primarily obtained from recycled 
water deliveries from an on-site WWTP, which is estimated to provide approximately 
188.6 af/yr towards this demand. The additional demand of approximately 140.2 af/yr will 
be supplied by on-site groundwater wells.   

As stated above, the existing on-site groundwater demand is approximately 618 af/yr. 
The proposed demand of approximately 140.2 af/yr would result in a reduction of 
approximately 77 percent of groundwater use when compared to existing conditions. 
Therefore, impacts to groundwater resources are considered less than significant.

4.2.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

As discussed above, the incorporation of the detention facilities (detention basins) will 
mimic pre-project 100-year characteristics with respect to runoff volumes and velocities.  
The project is mimicking pre-project characteristics at each of the nine outfalls along the 
western boundary and as a result not impacting the local drainage patterns.  In addition 
the detention facilities (ponds) and the upstream hydromodification management 
measures (non-contiguous sidewalks, pervious driveways, roof drains not directly 
connected to the storm drain, etc.) would mimic pre-project characteristics for 0.2Q5 –
Q10 with respect to peak flow rates and durations.  The water quality measures that 
include detention facilities (settling basins), high rate media filters, site design BMPs, 
source control BMPs, and LID BMPs are incorporated into the project’s design to treat 
the developed runoff.  In conclusion, the Proposed Project would incorporate on-site 
detention facilities and BMPs to managing flood control, hydromodification, and water 
quality.

The cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Proposed Project are discussed in Section 
1.7 “List of Past, Present, and Reasonably Anticipated Future Projects in the Project 
Area”. Each project will be required to implement similar measures to address potential 
drainage and runoff. Therefore, the Proposed Project will have less than significant
cumulative impacts to local drainage patterns, runoff volumes and velocities. 
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Development of the projects listed in Table 1-7 could potentially result in significant 
cumulative water quality impacts. Through participation in the RWQCB NPDES 
Municipal Stormwater Permit program and regulations contained in the County WPO, 
regional water quality control can be achieved. The current requirements are intended to 
protect receiving water beneficial uses by implementing site specific and watershed-
based requirements to meet related water quality objectives on a regional scale.  
Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the generation of short- and 
long-term contaminants, and could contribute to cumulative water quality impacts in 
down stream waters. As discussed above, these impacts would be reduced to below 
level of significance on a project level through project design measures, including BMPs; 
however, because the generation of contaminants could be completely eliminated the 
Proposed Project would incrementally contribute to cumulative water quality impacts. 
These cumulative impacts are considered less than significant based on the following 
considerations: 1) all identified project-level water quality impacts would be reduced to 
below a level of significance through site and project specific design features and 
conformance with existing regulatory requirements; and 2) the Proposed Project and all 
applicable past, present and future developments within the watershed are subject to 
water quality standards identified in the noted NPDES Permit, with those requirements 
implemented through the County WPO.   

Additionally, because implementation of the Proposed Project would result in a 
substantial overall net decrease in the amount of groundwater pumped from the Project 
Site, cumulative impacts to groundwater resources within the groundwater basin are 
considered less than significant.

4.2.6 Conclusion 

The SWMP, Drainage Study and Hydromodification Management Study have all been 
prepared in accordance with the WPO and other relevant regulations. These studies 
conclude that the Proposed Project will not significantly alter overall drainage patterns 
associated with the surrounding area.  Sediment discharge will be reduced or eliminated 
by landscaping open areas and incorporation of on-site detention facilities (detention 
basins/ ponds/settling basins). Existing slopes and discharge points will not be changed.  
Construction and post-construction BMPs will be put into place as part of the Proposed 
Project design to protect water quality and to ensure the use of water for beneficial uses 
to the maximum extent possible. The Proposed Project also results in the reduction of 
groundwater demand as compared to the existing condition. With design measures (see 
Table 1-5), BMPs, and conformance with the WPO, direct impacts to hydrology and 
water quality would be less than significant. Likewise, implementation of the project 
measures along with participation in and conformance to regional regulations and water 
quality programs cumulative impacts would also be less than significant.
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4.3 Public Services 

Public services include basic support systems necessary for a functioning community.  
This section of the EIR will address schools, fire and police protection, and solid waste 
services.   

4.3.1 Existing Conditions/Regulations 

The Project Site is served by the Fallbrook Union Elementary School District (K-8) 
(FUESD), the Bonsall Union Elementary School District (K-8) (BUESD), and the 
Fallbrook Union High School District (9-12) (FUHSD). Approximately 67 acres of the 
Project Site lies within the FUESD, while the remaining 323 acres lie within the BUESD 
(Figure 4.3-1).  The entire Project Site is within the FUHSD.  Schools within the 
Proposed Project service area are shown on Table 4.3-1.  

TABLE 4.3-1 
STUDENT GENERATION RATES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

SERVING THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

School District Grades 
Current 
Enrollment

Dwelling
Units 
by Type 

Student
Generation 
Rate 
(student/DU) 

Project 
Student
Generation 

Bonsall Union Elementary 
School District 

K-8 1,688 SF = 
453317 
MF = 
40204 

SF = 0.4 
MF = 0.4 

198208 

Fallbrook Union 
Elementary School 
District 

K-8 5,800 SF = 80 
MF = 285 

SF = 0.416 
MF = 0.393 

147 

Fallbrook Union High 
School

9-12 3,095 SF: 397 
MF: 489 

SF = 0.195 
MF = 0.111 

132 

SOURCE: BUESD and FUESD from http://www.sdcoe.k12.ca.us (2006); FUHSD 2006. 
DU = dwelling unit 
SF = single-family 
MF = multi-family 

Bonsall Union Elementary School District 

The BUESD consists of two elementary schools, one middle school, and two charter 
schools. District enrollment in the 2005/2006 school year was 1,688 students.   

Fallbrook Union Elementary School District  

The FUESD extends from the Pacific Ocean east to I-15 and includes nine schools 
within the Fallbrook community and two schools on Marine Corps Base Camp 
Pendleton. The nine schools in the FUESD include seven elementary schools, one 
middle school, and a home school program. The FUESD schools that will serve the 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-28 

2.0Significant Environmental Effects

Project Site are Fallbrook Street School (K-2), Live Oak Elementary (3-6), and Potter 
Intermediate (7-8).  Total enrollment for the FUESD 2005/2006 school year was 5,800. 

Fallbrook Union High School District  

The FUHSD encompasses an area of 130 square miles in the rural communities of 
Fallbrook, Bonsall, and Vallecitos, as well as the Pala Indian Reservation, Fallbrook 
Naval Weapons Station, portions of the Marine Corps Base at Camp Pendleton, and a 
small portion of the city of Oceanside.   

FUHSD operates one comprehensive high school, one independent study high school, 
one continuation high school, and a satellite campus on the Pala Indian Reservation. 
The district provides public education services for approximately 3,095 students in 
grades 9 through 12.   

Fallbrook High School currently uses 25 portable classrooms. The FUHSD is currently 
investigating the location for a second comprehensive high school, which will be 
constructed when issues of growth, location, and funding are resolved (FUHSD 2006).  

The County of San Diego General Plan, Public Facility Element, Fire Protection and 
Emergency Services section addresses the standards and requirements for fire 
protection and emergency services. Detail of emergency travel time goals and objectives 
is found in Chapter 3.56, Hazards. 

The NCFPD is located in the northern part of San Diego County and bordered by Vista, 
Oceanside, Camp Pendleton and Riverside County. The NCFPD was formed in 
December 1986 as a result of the reorganization of the Fallbrook Fire Protection District 
and the Rainbow County Service area. The Project Site is adjacent to the service 
boundaries of the NCFPD and is within the NCFPD’s SOI. The Project Site is proposed 
to be annexed into the NCFPD.   

The NCFPD provides fire, rescue, advanced life support, and basic ambulance services 
to a population of more than 45,000 in an area covering 90 square miles, including the 
communities of Fallbrook, Bonsall, and Rainbow.  In addition, the NCFPD provides 
structural and watershed fire protection and suppression, as well as emergency medical 
services.  The NCFPD also provides emergency medical services for 40 additional 
square miles outside the primary service area.  NCFPD has automatic aid agreements 
with the Vista and Deer Springs Fire Protection Districts, and mutual aid agreements 
with the California Department of Forestry and Camp Pendleton and has signed the San 
Diego County Mutual Aid Pact.   

The NCFPD operates out of six fire stations; five staffed with full-time personnel and 
reserve personnel and one staffed with volunteer personnel. The station closest to the 
Project Site is located in the Village of Pala Mesa at 4375 Pala Mesa Drive, 
approximately one and a half miles from the property. The next closest station is the 
NCFPD Engine Number 6, located at 2309 Rainbow Valley Boulevard.  This station is 
approximately four miles from the Project Site. This station is staffed by volunteers.  
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The third closest station is NCFPD Engine Number 5, located at 31403 Old River Road.  
Additional engines can be requested from Pala Reservation Fire Department and 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection engines to respond under either 
Automatic Aid or the State Mutual Aid Agreement.   

The San Diego County Sheriff's Department provides generalized patrol services, as 
well as law enforcement and investigative services, to the unincorporated communities 
and rural areas within the county, including the Proposed Project. The California 
Highway Patrol is responsible for traffic safety on highways maintained by the state.   

The San Diego County Sheriff Department’s Fallbrook Substation, Bonsall Office, is 
located in downtown Fallbrook, approximately 11 miles from the Proposed Project. This 
station provides law enforcement services to the communities of Fallbrook, Bonsall, and 
Rainbow over a 137-square-mile area, including the Project Site.  

The Law Enforcement section of the Public Facility Element of the County of San Diego 
General Plan provides facility standards for the provision of responses to calls for 
service. Response time is the time it takes a unit to get to the scene of a crime from the 
moment a call for service is received.  Response time is the most meaningful indicator of 
the adequacy of the level of service. The minimally acceptable response time for urban 
areas is eight minutes or less for a priority call (calls involving life threatening situations 
or felonies in progress) and 16 minutes for non-priority calls.   

The Solid Waste section of the Public Facility Element of the County of San Diego 
General Plan identifies that the San Diego region is served by nine sanitary landfill sites, 
five of which are the property of the County and administered by the County Department 
of Public Works. Two sites are under the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and three 
are the property of the United States Marine Corps at Camp Pendleton.  The City of San 
Diego operates its landfills with its own work force.  The County and Marine Corps 
contract with a private company to perform the daily landfill operations.  

Of the existing sites, five have remaining capacity.  These are Miramar, Ramona, 
Sycamore, Otay, and Borrego Landfills. In addition, the proposed 1,770-acre Gregory 
Canyon landfill site, located in northern San Diego County on SR-76, approximately 
three miles east of I-15 and two miles southwest of the community of Pala, would serve 
the project area.  Currently, the RWQCB is reviewing the Gregory Canyon Landfill for its 
permitting process.  Once the proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill is active, the Proposed 
Project will may utilize this new landfill facility for solid waste management.  

4.3.2 Guidelines for the Determination of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR, the basis for the determination of significance is the County 
of San Diego General Plan, Public Facilities Element, San Diego County Fire Protection 
District; San Diego County Sheriff’s Department; BUESD; FUESD; FUHSD; and other 
local, regional, and state standards, plans, policies, and regulations; and CEQA 
Guidelines regarding adequate levels of service. 
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A project will have a significant adverse environmental effect related to public services 
systems if: 

1. The development results in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times, or other performance objectives as included in the Public Facility 
Element of the General Plan.

4.3.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance  

Overall, the residential development of the Proposed Project will add demands on public 
safety and service providers. The Specific Amendment Plan Public Facility Element was 
created to ensure that these facilities are present to support residential development 
within the SPA.

The Proposed Project has received a ‘will serve’ letter from both the BUESD and the 
FUESD.  As identified on Figure 4.3-1, the boundary between the BUESD and the 
FUESD runs through the middle of the Project Site.  The Proposed Project would result 
in the construction of 355up to 397 single-family and 489531 multi-family residential 
units.  Based on that housing mix, the Proposed Project will generate approximately 336 
355 elementary students (K-8), 14391208 in the BUESD and 1475 in FUESD. In 
addition, approximately 13224 high school students would be generated by the 
Proposed Project within the FUHSD (see Table 4.3-1). 

The Proposed Project includes a 12.7-acre site for the construction of an elementary 
school within BUESD. The proposed elementary school would serve the BUESD 14391 
additional students generated by the Proposed Project. The 1475 students generated 
within the FUESD would be served by one of the following existing schools: Fallbrook 
Street School (K-2), Live Oak Elementary (3-6), and Potter Intermediate (7-8). Since 
there are sufficient facilities to serve these additional students, impacts to school 
services for the BUESD and FUESD would be less than significant. If the BUESD 
chooses not to build a school in this location, an additional 42 dwelling units may be 
built. In that case, the school fees required to be paid upon receipt of building permits 
can go toward the improvement of the other existing schools within the BUESD. 
Therefore impacts would be less than significant.

As noted above, the Project Site is adjacent to the boundaries of the NCFPD. The 
NCFPD has provided a ‘will serve letter’ as well as detailed fire protection development 
standards concerning roadway width, secondary access, fuel modification zones, water 
supply, and fire hydrant spacing.  These standards, detailed in the FPP have all been 
incorporated into the Proposed Project as design measures and are required as part of 
implementing permits conditions. 

Section 11 of the General Plan – Public Facility Element states that the first arriving fire 
truck should be at the scene within five minutes.  An NCFPD station is located on the 
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southwest corner of Pala Mesa Drive and Old Highway 395.  Pala Mesa Drive will be 
improved from the existing bridge crossing I-15 to the project site via Street R, as well as 
a northward extension of Street D to Pala Mesa Heights Road.  Additionally, emergency 
access to Rice Canyon via a northeasterly extension of Street E is included in the 
Proposed Project’s circulation plan. Based on the information provided by NCFPD, 
construction of these roadways will ensure that emergency services response time will 
be within five minutes for the furthest dwelling unit. According to a June 26, 2009, letter 
from County Fire Marshal Paul Dawson, traveling at 35 mph, the furthest dwelling unit 
can be reached in five minutes, which is consistent with the General Plan requirement.  
Therefore, impacts associated with fire protection services and response time will be 
less than significant.

Since the Proposed Project is located in an area of considerable wildlands, the site is 
subject to wildfires. To address this, the Proposed Project incorporates fire protection 
standards and a conceptual fuel modification plan pursuant to the FPP.  These are 
addressed within Section 3.6 of this document.   

The Sheriff’s Department has indicated that future response times to the Proposed 
Project cannot be accurately estimated, as they depend on such factors as type of call, 
call priority, previous calls pending, time of day, location of squad car and amount of 
traffic. The issue under CEQA is whether the proposed project would “result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives” for 
the public service.  For law enforcement, the performance measurement is service ratio.   

The County Sheriff’s Department reviewed the Proposed Project as described in the 
RDEIR to determine whether any new or expanded facilities would be needed as a result 
of the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project has received a letter from the Sheriff’s 
Department dated June 5, 2006. As indicated in the letter, the Sheriff’s Department does 
not anticipate having to add additional staff in order to provide law enforcement services 
to the Proposed Project, and no new facilities or expansion or existing facilities would be 
required. The Proposed Project would not require the expansion of existing police 
protection facilities or the development of new facilities.  As such, the Proposed Project 
would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered facilities, and indicating that the project would not impact 
response time or law enforcement services.  Therefore, direct law enforcement service 
impacts would be less than significant.

Development of the land uses proposed for the Proposed Project would place additional 
demands on solid waste facilities.  However, there is sufficient solid waste capacity to 
accommodate the Proposed Project’s disposal needs.  The Proposed Project will deposit 
waste at a permitted waste facility in compliance with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste. All solid waste facilities, including landfills, require 
solid waste facility permits to operate.  In San Diego County, the County DEH, as the 
Local Enforcement Agency, issues solid waste facility permits with concurrence from the 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) under the authority of the 
Public Resources Code (Sections 44001-44018) and California Code of Regulations 
Title 27, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 4 (Section 21440et seq.).  There are five 
permitted active landfills in San Diego County with remaining capacity.  Therefore, there 
is sufficient existing permitted solid waste capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs.  Impacts will be less than significant.

4.3.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

The Proposed Project, in conjunction with other projects in the area, will place an added 
demand on public services. A list of cumulative projects considered in developing the 
cumulative impacts is discussed in Section 1.7 of this EIR.   

As indicated in the letter from the Sheriff’s Department dated June 5, 2006, the 
Proposed Project, in combination with the surrounding cumulative projects, will require 
the need for a new Sheriff’s station. To plan for future growth, the Sheriff’s Department 
completed the Law Enforcement Facilities Master Plan (2005) (LEFMP). In addition to 
assessing the existing conditions of County law enforcement facilities, the LEFMP, using 
population projections prepared by SANDAG, recommended the construction of a new 
station along the northern section of the I-15 corridor (Mays, personal communication, 
2006).  Facilities identified in the LEFMP are prioritized into categories one through four; 
the new facility to be located in the I-15 corridor is listed as a priority four with an 
approximate occupancy date of 2019.  At this time, the County has not yet designated a 
site or acquired property for a future station.  However, based upon discussion with the 
Sheriff’s Department, the preferable future location would be south of SR-76, possibly 
within the Campus Park West project site.   

The cumulative impacts analyzed within this EIR, analyze include those impacts that are 
reasonably foreseeable by the construction of a Sheriff’s station at the Campus Park 
West project site.  The Campus Park West project is included in the list of cumulative 
projects discussed in Section 1.7 of this EIR. Environmental impacts associated with the 
development of Campus Park West, including civic uses permitted within the commercial 
land use designation, are analyzed within the cumulative discussions in Chapter 2.0 and 
3.0 of this EIR.  No further impacts are identified.

As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to the 
provision of school, fire protection, law enforcement, and solid waste services. In 
addition, prior to the issuance of building permits for all projects approved by area lead 
agencies, design measures will be incorporated into the project to reduce significant 
impacts to public services to below a level of significance (e.g., providing the service, 
contributing to pro-rata share, participating in an assessment district, etc).  With 
implementation of these features, cumulative impacts to the provision of public services 
would be less than significant.

4.3.5 Conclusion 

Impacts to public services from the Proposed Project will be less than significant. 
Implementation of the proposed design measures listed in Table 1-5, will ensure the 
availability of adequate public services for the Proposed Project.  
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BUESD, FUESD, and FUHSD have indicated they will be able to serve the projected 
student population associated with the Proposed Project. In addition, the Proposed 
Project includes 12.7 acres designated as a school site to serve the projected increase 
in student population within the BUESD. Therefore, impacts to school services will be 
less than significant. 

The Project Site is proposed to be annexed to the NCFPD which has the capacity to 
serve the site.  In addition, the Proposed Project includes a FPP with requirements for 
future development. The FPP and fuel modification zones are discussed in more detail in 
Section 3.7.  The internal roadway system included as part of the Proposed Project’s 
design will assure that emergency service response time is adequate.  Therefore, 
impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Project has received a letter from the Sheriff’s Department dated June 5, 
2006 indicating that the Proposed Project would not impact response time or law 
enforcement services. Therefore, direct law enforcement service impacts would be less 
than significant. 

However, as discussed above, the Proposed Project, in combination with the 
surrounding cumulative projects, will require the need for a new Sheriff’s station.  
Although a specific site has not been chosen, the preferable future location would be 
south of SR-76, possibly within the Campus Park West project site.  The cumulative 
impacts analyzed within this EIR, analyze those impacts that are reasonably foreseeable 
by the construction of a Sheriff’s station at the Campus Park West project site.  The 
Campus Park West project is included in the list of cumulative projects discussed in 
Section 1.7 of this EIR.  Environmental impacts associated with the development of 
Campus Park West, including civic uses permitted within the commercial land use 
designation, are analyzed within the cumulative discussions in Chapter 2.0 and 3.0 of 
this EIR.  Therefore, no further impacts are identified.   

There is adequate capacity at area landfills which will be augmented by activation of the 
proposed Gregory Canyon Landfill to meet the Proposed Project’s solid waste 
management needs.  Therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 
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4.4 Population and Housing 

Currently, there are four houses on the Project Site.  These would be demolished and 
replaced with 886 new single- and multi-family residences.  Since the existing units 
would be replaced by a greater number of units, the Proposed Project would not 
displace a substantial numbers of existing housing or substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.   

According to SANDAG, San Diego County currently lacks affordable housing.  The 
region faces a housing crisis because construction is not keeping up with demand and 
the costs of owning and renting housing within the County is beyond the ability of many 
people to make housing payments (SANDAG 2001).  Because of housing shortages and 
the high cost of home prices, many of the County’s employed reside in more affordable 
areas outside the regions in which they work, leading to long commutes.  These long 
commutes contribute to increased traffic congestion, air pollution, and energy 
consumption.  Those who do stay in the region often pay more than they can afford for 
housing and may live in overcrowded housing situations.   

The Proposed Project would provide the addition of 886 housing units that would be 
located in an area identified by the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept Map as a potential 
Special Use Center smart growth area.  Refer to Section 1.8, Growth Inducing Analysis 
for details. The quadrant northeast of I-15 and SR-76 also includes the Campus Park, 
Campus Park West, and Palomar College projects.  The Proposed Project (up to 886), 
and Campus Park (up to 751), and Campus Park West (up to 355) projects combined 
would provide up to 1,058 1,192multi-family housing units. These developments would 
be comprised of both single and multi-family housing choices,  which would be relatively 
affordable.  The Proposed Project, in conjunction with the other three projects in the 
quadrant, would provide jobs, housing, retail, and recreational opportunities within 
walking distance of one another and within close proximity to transit service.  This would 
aid in addressing the air quality, traffic, increased energy consumption, and commute 
time impacts associated with single-use development types.   

The San Diego County General Plan, Fallbrook CP, and the Meadowood Specific Plan 
Amendment acknowledge the Campus Park, Campus Park West, and Palomar College 
developments in conjunction with the Proposed Project.  All of this development is 
addressed in these planning documents, which consider the population growth and 
housing concerns in relation to development proposed by the Proposed Project.  As the 
Proposed Project would provide 886 single- and multi-family housing units, and would 
not displace any housing, impacts to population and housing would be less than 
significant.  Likewise, the cumulative introduction of housing proposed by the Campus 
Park and Campus Park West projects would be less than significant. The potential for 
the Proposed Project to induce substantial population growth in an area is addressed in 
more detail in Chapter 1.8. 
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4.5 Mineral Resources 

The following discussion of mineral resources within the Proposed Project is based on 
the Mineral Resource Technical Report that was prepared by Leighton and Associates in 
April 2009 (Appendix NM).   

4.5.1 Existing Conditions/ Regulations 

Gabbroic rock outcrops dominate the elevated areas at the site, while sedimentary 
deposits comprise the lower-lying areas of the site.  The primary bedrock unit on-site is 
Cretaceous-aged Gabbroic rocks. Alluvial (floodplain) and colluvial (slopewash) deposits 
are mapped in the flatter lower-lying slopes through the central and southwestern portion 
of the Project Site. The generalized geologic map units are illustrated as shown on 
Figure 3.3-1, based on mapping published by the California Geologic Survey (CGS 
2000a and 2000b). The geologic units are discussed in further detail in SectionChapter 
3.23 (Geology and Soils).

As mandated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, the California State 
Mining and Geology Board classifies California mineral resources with the Mineral 
Resource Zones (MRZs) system. These zones have been established based on the 
presence or absence of significant sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source 
area, e.g., products used in the production of cement. The classification system 
emphasizes Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) aggregate, which is subject to a series of 
specifications to ensure the manufacture of strong durable concrete. The following 
guidelines are presented in the mineral land classification for the region: 

MRZ-2 - Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits 
are present or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence. 

MRZ-3 - Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be 
evaluated from available data. In contrast to MRZ-2 areas where it has been judged 
that there is a high likelihood of minable, marketable mineral deposits (notably 
Portland cement and asphaltic concrete aggregate), MRZ-3 areas are areas where 
the data is not sufficient to evaluate the significance of any potential aggregate 
deposit. 

MRZ-4 - Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other 
MRZ zone. 

The extent of zones classified as MRZ-2 in the vicinity of the Project Site is identified on 
Figure 4.5-1. The MRZ-2 zone trends east to west and roughly follows the same 
geographic area as the San Luis Rey River drainage area, which includes a relatively 
thick accumulation of alluvial deposits, with an irregular, organic boundary defined by the 
low-lying topographic drainage margin. This includes 5.8 acres of the southernmost 
portion of the Project Site. Geologically, this area is generally characterized by the 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-39 

presence of younger (Quaternary-aged) river channel, floodplain, and terrace deposits 
that have been eroded from the older (Tertiary to Cretaceous-aged) bedrock units, 
transported, and redeposited. They consist of naturally loose mixtures of sands and 
rounded gravels.

Approximately 101 acres of the western edge of the Project Site are mapped as MRZ-3. 
Approximately 33.2 acres of this area is likely to contain young alluvial deposits. The 
total 39 acres of younger alluvium (approximately 33.2 acres mapped as MRZ-2 and 5.8 
acres mapped as MRZ-3) can be considered to be correlative with the alluvium identified 
as MRZ-2 in Sectors C and D to the south within the San Luis Rey River Drainage. Site-
specific laboratory testing has not confirmed the physical and chemical characteristics of 
the on-site alluvial deposits are appropriate for PCC-grade aggregate. However, 
successful sand and gravel mining operations of PCC-grade aggregate are well 
documented along the San Luis Rey River drainage in the MRZ-2 areas.  

The rest of the western portion of the Project Site is mapped MRZ-3, and contains older 
alluvial terrace deposits which contain more fines and are less minable and marketable 
than adjacent known deposits. In addition, the weathered mafic gabbroic rocks of the 
Project Site hillsides which are not designated as a mineral resource zone are 
differentiated from adjacent areas known to be MRZ-2, such as the San Luis Rey 
alluvium, as well as the leucratic granodiorite comprising the adjacent Rosemary’s 
Mountain.

In summary, the Project Site is underlain by approximately 39 acres of young alluvial 
deposits. Approximately 5.8 acres of these deposits are mapped as MRZ-2 with the 
remainder mapped as MRZ-3. The rest of the Project Site is underlain by weathered 
gabbroic rock and older alluvial deposits, and not considered likely as a high quality 
aggregate source. Thus, with the exception of 39 acres of younger alluvial floodplain 
deposits in the southernmost portion of the site, the majority of the Project Site is not 
underlain by geologic units traditionally known as desirable, marketable sources units of 
sand or aggregate suitable for asphaltic concrete or Portland Cement Concrete.   

San Luis Rey River floodplain deposits (mapped as Qa) directly to the south of the 
Project Site are mapped as MRZ-2 and are also considered to be significant mineral 
resource deposits. The greater San Luis Rey River Valley has been identified as a 
valuable resource area containing an estimated 1.6 billion tons of sand and 1.2 billion 
tons of coarse aggregate through the 14,607-acre drainage basin.  

There are several documented historical aggregate extraction operations in the project 
area as described below.  All but one, the Pankey Ranch/Rosemary Mountain site, has 
been terminated. 

Fenton Sand Mine. A short distance east of the Project Site is the Fenton Sand 
Mine which originated as a 27-acre sand mine initially permitted in 1969. In 1975 
a 30-year Major Use Permit (74-088) was granted to allow extraction from an 
expanded 211-acre area. It was operated by the H.G. Fenton Company through 
November of 1998, when Hanson Aggregates assumed responsibility of the 
operation. Hanson closed the sand and gravel processing plant as of September 
15, 2005.  
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Pankey Pits.  The closest known historical aggregate extraction operation is 
located to the southeast of the site, closer to the San Luis Rey River. This 
property was originally known as the Pankey Pits, where the Marron Brothers 
extracted sand and gravel from the San Luis Rey River drainage. Like many in-
stream operations, permitting processes and regulations became increasingly 
difficult, and the site was entirely inactive by the early 1990s. 

Pankey Ranch/Rosemary’s Mountain. In the late 1980s Palomar Grading and 
Paving acquired a lease on the Pankey Ranch, an elevated hillside immediately 
north of the Pankey Pits historically operated within the San Luis Rey River. The 
approximate 100-acre site is a small peak known as Rosemary’s Mountain, 
ranging in elevation of approximately 300 to 990 feet (see Figure 4.5-1). In 1989, 
Palomar submitted a petition to the State of California Division of Mines and 
Geology for a reclassification of the MRZ-3 zoned property to MRZ-2. The 
Granite Construction Company has since partnered with Palomar on the project, 
and a Major Use permit has been obtained. Plans for the rock crushing, 
extraction of aggregate and operation of an asphalt plant on 38 acres of the 
94-acre site, are in progress.  

4.5.2 Guidelines for the Determination of Significance 

The basis for the determination of significance is based on the County’s Guidelines for 
Determination of Significance, Mineral Resources, adopted July 30, 2008.  A significant 
impact would occur as a result of project implementation if:  

1. The project is: 

 On or within the vicinity (generally up to 1,300 feet from the site) of an area 
classified as MRZ-2; or 

 On land classified as MRZ-3; or 

 Underlain by Quaternary alluvium; or 

 On a known sand and gravel mine, quarry, or gemstone deposit; 

AND

The project will result in the permanent loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state; 

AND

The deposit is minable, processable, and marketable under the technologic and 
economic conditions that exist at present or which can be estimated to exist in the 
next 50 years and meets or exceeds one or more of the following minimum values (in 
2005 dollars): 
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 Construction materials (sand and gravel, crushed rock)  $15,000,000* 
*Updated to 2008 dollars. 

 Industrial and chemical mineral materials  $3,000,000 

(limestone, dolomite, and marble [except where used 
as construction aggregate]; specialty sands, clays, 
phosphate, borates and gypsum, feldspar, talc, building 
stone, and dimension stone) 

 Metallic and rare minerals  $1,500,000 

4.5.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination of Significance 

A significant impact would occur if the project is within an area of mineral deposit, and 
would result in the permanent loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would 
be of value to the region and the residents of the state, and the deposit is minable, 
processable, and marketable under the technologic and economic conditions as 
described above. 

The County Report Format requires three separate analyses of land use compatibility as 
follows:

1. On-site impacts to mineral resources from existing and proposed intended on-
site land uses 

2. On-site impacts to mineral resources after taking into consideration existing off-
site noise sensitive land uses 

3. Proposed on-site land use impacts to off-site MRZ-2 designated lands within 
1,300 feet of the project site   

The County Guidelines provide that 1,300 feet is generally considered the setback from 
residences necessary to achieve adequate separation from noise, dust and other 
characteristics generated by aggregate extraction and processing. Areas within this 
1,300 feet setback (buffer zone) are considered incompatible with future mining.   

This analysis focuses on the impact of the Proposed Project and its existing and 
intended land uses to on-site mineral resources. As previously discussed, approximately 
39 acres of younger alluvial floodplain deposits (mapped as Qa) in the southernmost 
portion of the Project Site are the only on-site geologic unit traditionally known as 
containing desirable, marketable source units of sand or aggregate suitable for asphaltic 
concrete or Portland Cement Concrete.   

The Mineral Resources Technical Report determined that the entire 39 acres of on-site 
floodplain deposits are located on or within 1,300 feet of existing residential properties 
on the Meadowood site and as a result are already lost to future mining. Therefore, 
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implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any additional impacts to 
these resources: on-site Impacts would be less than significant.

Since all on-site mineral resources were determined to be incompatible or lost to future 
mining due to the presence of existing residences on the Project Site, impacts would be 
less than significant.

A single-family residence is located on-site just north of SR-76.  A 1,300 foot buffer from 
the property line of this residential parcel effectively precludes the ability to mine within 
MRZ-2 designated lands off-site.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 
the same 1,300 feet radius to the south and will not impact any additional mineral 
resources since they are already lost from existing on-site residential properties. 

Rosemary’s Mountain quarry is located directly east of the project site and is mapped as 
MRZ-2. The existing on-site residential property and the project buffer zone directly west 
of Rosemary’s Mountain reaches into MRZ-2 designated land on Rosemary’s Mountain. 
The Proposed Project is anticipated to impact approximately 13 acres of MRZ-2 land on 
Rosemary’s Mountain. However, the proposed quarry on Rosemary’s Mountain would 
conduct all mining activities on the east facing slope of the mountain, which shields it 
from the Project Site. Expansion of the Rosemary’s Mountain quarry may be precluded 
by the County’s noise setback requirements due to the presence of the existing 
residence within 1,300 feet of the quarry and by the conditions of approval imposed by 
the County on the operation of the quarry.  Off-site MRZ-2 Impacts from Proposed On-
site Land Uses therefore would be less than significant. 

The on-site and off-site mineral resources within 1,300 feet of the Project site mapped as 
Qa and/or MRZ-2 are considered minable, processable, and marketable since this 
resource is considered to be a high quality (PCC grade) aggregate source, which would 
be of value to the region.  However, the land use compatibility analysis indicates that the 
entire 39 acres of the Project Site mapped as Qa and off-site MRZ-2 designated land is 
located on or within 1,300 feet of existing residential properties on the Meadowood site.  
Therefore, it is considered incompatible or lost to future mining.  Implementation of the 
Proposed Project would not result in any additional impacts to these resources.  As 
such, there would be no economic impact to mineral resources: impacts would be less 
than significant.

4.5.4 Conclusion 

Implementation of the Proposed Project will not result in the future inaccessibility for 
recovery (extraction) of on-site or off-site mineral resources. Therefore, any loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the 
state would be less than significant. Moreover, if the resources are not considered 
significant mineral deposits, loss of these resources cannot contribute to a potentially 
significant cumulative impact. 
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The on-site and off-site mineral resources within 1,300 feet of the Project Site mapped 
as MRZ-2 are considered minable, processable, and marketable since this resource is 
considered to be a PCC grade aggregate source, which would be of value to the region.  
However, the land use compatibility analysis indicates that the entire 39 acres of the 
Project Site and off-site MRZ-2 designated land is located on or within 1,300 feet of 
existing residential properties on the Project Site.  Implementation of the Proposed 
Project would not result in any additional impacts. Therefore, impacts associated with 
the Proposed Project are less than significant. 

The Proposed Project is also anticipated to impact approximately 13 acres of off-site 
MRZ-2 designated land on Rosemary’s Mountain. However, the proposed quarry on 
Rosemary’s Mountain would conduct all mining activities on the east facing slope of the 
mountain, which shields it from the Project Site. Therefore, the implementation of the 
Proposed Project impacts to the permitted mining activities on Rosemary’s Mountain 
would be less than significant.    
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FIGURE 4.5-1

Mineral Resources Within and Surrounding the Proposed Project
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4.6 Utilities 

4.6.1 Existing Conditions 

This section of the EIR addresses the provision of water and wastewater services 
required for project development addressed, as well as service providers and facilities 
needed to meet this demand.  The following water and wastewater services technical 
reports were prepared and are attached as Appendices to the EIR: Meadowood Water 
Study (2009) (Appendix ON-1); Water Supply Assessment and Verification (WSA&V) 
Report for the Meadowood Project (2009) (Appendix ON-2) and Wastewater Service 
Alternative Analysis for Meadowood (2009) (Appendix ON-3). 

4.6.2 Existing Regulations 

The California Legislature has adopted legislation that addresses water supply planning 
efforts.  The legislation, commonly referred to as Senate Bill 610 and Senate Bill 221, 
are now codified in Water Code §§10910-10914 and Government Code §§65867.5, 
66455.3, and 66473.7 and became effective January 1, 2002. SB 610 mandates that the 
water supplier of a public water system, or, if no water supplier of a public water system 
is identified, the city or county, acting as the lead agency, shall be required to prepare a 
water supply assessment to be included in the environmental documentation for certain 
projects subject to CEQA, as specified in Water Code §10912. Under SB 221, approval 
by a city or county of certain residential subdivisions requires an approval of a WSA&V 
report.

The County of San Diego General Plan (General Plan) recognizes that the continued 
growth and development of San Diego County is dependent on the availability of an 
adequate supply of potable water, and on the region’s ability to treat and dispose of 
wastewater.  San Diego County is almost entirely dependent upon imported water.  
Additionally, a major portion of San Diego County's treated wastewater is disposed of 
into the Pacific Ocean.  Because of these facts, the General Plan includes a 
Conservation Element which sets policies pertaining to water and wastewater.  

The General Plan Compliance Report for the Meadowood Project (Appendix KL) 
contains a complete listing of the Conservation Element policies regarding water and 
wastewater and the Proposed Project’s compliance with each.  The following is a list of 
some of the policies applicable to the Proposed Project: 

POLICY 3:  The County shall support programs which assure an adequate supply and 
quality of water to meet the present and future population needs and to ensure this water 
is provided in concert with environmental and growth management policies. 

POLICY 5: Water distribution systems should be designed and constructed to 
economically accommodate future use of reclaimed or desalinized water when 
technologically and economically feasible. Construction of such compatible distribution 
systems may be less costly than future costs of modifying existing systems to 
accommodate other water sources. 
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POLICY 11: The County will encourage projects which will promote the reclamation and 
reuse of wastewater. Such projects will be given funding priority in all water 
management programs. 

POLICY 13: Decisions regarding the location, size, and timing of wastewater service 
extensions should be in conformance with adopted urban development policies 
contained in all elements of the General Plan and current growth policies. Sewer service 
expansion shall be coordinated with the extension of other needed services and 
facilities. 

The primary goal of the Wastewater section of the Public Facility Element of the General 
Plan is to provide wastewater treatment and disposal capacity to adequately meet future 
demands. The General Plan seeks the “assurance that privately-proposed wastewater 
treatment plants are consistent with sewer master plans and meet the anticipated needs 
of the project and subregion.”  To meet this objective the Public Facility Element sets 
specific policies. 

The General Plan Compliance Report for the Meadowood Project (Appendix KL) 
contains a complete listing of the Public Facility Element policies regarding wastewater 
and the Proposed Project’s compliance with each. The following is a list of some of the 
policies applicable to the Proposed Project. 

POLICY 1.2: Discretionary land development projects will only be approved if the service 
provider reasonably expects that wastewater treatment and disposal will be available 
concurrent with need and that all appropriate requirements will be met through 
conditions placed on project approval. 

POLICY 1.3: All land development projects requiring the use of sewage conveyance, 
treatment and disposal facilities shall obtain a commitment of service from the 
appropriate district prior to land preparation and construction. 

POLICY 2.1: The County will regulate the use of privately proposed wastewater 
treatment plants to ensure that they are properly located (see, County of San Diego 
Board of Supervisors Policy I-78, below), meet the sewer needs of the project, do not 
cause premature urbanization and create no immitigable environmental effects.  
Availability of service from a wastewater treatment facility will not be justification for 
increasing densities allowed by the General Plan and zoning. 

The County Board of Supervisors adopted Policy I-78 for the purpose of establishing a 
policy relating to the approval of requested locations for on-site “small wastewater 
treatment facilities.” “Small wastewater treatment facilities” is defined as a facility with a 
capacity of up to 2,000 equivalent dwelling units or approximately 0.48 million gallons 
per day. Pursuant to Policy I-78, prior to approving “small wastewater treatment facility” 
specific findings must be made (in addition to the findings pursuant to the Public Facility 
Element; however, Policy I-78 provides a waiver of the requirement to make these 
findings if the proposed facility will be operated by a public agency authorized to provide 
wastewater service). 
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Board Policy I-84 was adopted to establish consistent procedures for using Project 
Facility Availability (PFA) forms and, in certain cases, Project Facility Commitment (PFC) 
forms, in the processing of land divisions and certain other projects requiring 
discretionary approval by the County. Specifically, the County General Plan requires that 
the County ensure that adequate facilities are available concurrent with need before 
giving final approval to projects. The policy generally requires PFA and/or PFC forms to 
be submitted at intake of a project; however, the significance is to assure that water, 
sewer and fire protection services are available prior to Final Map recordation and 
issuance of building permits. 

Groundwater Supplies 

As detailed in Chapter 4.2 above, the Project Site has an existing avocado grove and 
citrus orchard which have been in operation since the 1980s. Existing on-site agricultural 
groundwater demand is estimated to be approximately 618 af/yr.  

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MET) 

The MET is a public agency that was formed in 1928 by state legislation for the purpose 
of developing, storing, and distributing water to the residents of southern California. 
MET’s mission is to “to provide its service area with adequate and reliable supplies of 
high-quality water to meet present and future needs in an environmentally and 
economically responsible way” (Metropolitan 2005).  MET currently receives imported 
water from two major sources: (1) Colorado River water via the Colorado River 
Aqueduct; and (2) State Water Project (SWP) water via the California Aqueduct, which is 
owned and operated by the Department of Water Resources.  

MET’s service area is nearly 5,200 square miles and includes portions of Los Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura Counties.  Although only 
13 percent of the land area of these six counties is within MET’s service area, nearly 90 
percent of the populations of those counties (approximately 16 million people) reside 
within its boundaries.  MET is composed of 26 member agencies, including 14 cities, 10 
MWDs, one utilities agency, and one county water authority.  MET is a water wholesaler 
with no retail customers.  Currently, member agencies receive treated and untreated 
water from MET at various delivery points.  To aid in planning future water needs, 
member agencies advise MET of how much water they anticipate they will need during 
the next five years.  In addition, MET works with its member agencies to forecast future 
water demand and develop emergency supply strategies to ensure a secure, long-term 
water supply.

On November 8, 2005, MET adopted its 2005 Regional Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP). MET’s reliability assessment showed that MET can maintain reliable water 
supplies to meet projected demand through 2030. MET also identified buffer supplies, 
including other SWP groundwater storage and transfers that could serve to supply 
additional water needs. 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-50 

2.0Significant Environmental Effects

San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 

SDCWA is a regional water wholesaler that was organized on June 9, 1944, and 
became a member of MET in 1946 in order to obtain a water supply from the Colorado 
River. The mission of SDCWA is to provide a “safe and reliable supply of water to its 
member agencies serving the San Diego region” (SDCWA 2005).  SDCWA currently has 
24 member agencies, which include six cities, five water districts, three irrigation 
districts, eight municipal water districts, one public utility district, and one federal agency 
(military base).  Its service area encompasses approximately 1,438 square miles 
(920,000 acres) and a population of approximately three million people.   

SDCWA receives 72 percent of its imported water from MET.  SDCWA is MET’s largest 
member agency, purchasing up to 30 percent of MET’s supplies annually, with the 
possibility that this amount could be reduced 21 percent in 2009.  The remaining water 
supplies come from local water sources, including groundwater, local surface water, 
recycled water, seawater desalination and conservation. SDCWA has recognized that 
San Diego County must diversify its water supplies, thereby decreasing the percentage 
of imported water in the region's total supply mix.  Currently, SDCWA is actively locating, 
evaluating, and developing new water sources that will help meet the county's needs, 
while striving to protect and enhance the region's sensitive ecosystem during 
construction and maintenance of vital water supply projects (SDCWA 2005).   

In 2003, SDCWA began receiving water transfers from the Imperial Irrigation District 
pursuant to the Quantification Settlement Agreement (QSA). The QSA provides for the 
annual transfer of up to 200,000 acre-feet of water to the SDCWA.   For 2009, SDCWA 
is pursuing one-year, spot water transfers with other California water districts for up to 
50,000 acre-feet of transfers.  Additionally, SDCWA has entered into a cooperation 
agreement with the San Juan District and the Santa Clara Valley Water District to 
develop a pilot dry-year water transfer program of up to 7,000 acre-feet.  SDCWA has 
also developed emergency supply strategies to ensure a secure, long-term water supply 
for its member agencies.   

Both MET and SDCWA have developed plans that address long-term water supply 
demand, as well as catastrophic supply interruption and emergency storage.  These 
plans are described below, and are hereby incorporated by reference into this EIR.  

Metropolitan 2005 Urban Water Management Plan; Water Surplus and Drought 
Management Plan 

The Urban Water Management Planning Act (the Act) requires all urban suppliers in the 
state to prepare UWMPs and update them every five years.  In 2005, MET updated it’s 
UWMP, which identifies water demand and supply capabilities of MET in order to 
evaluate long-term water supply reliability for its service region through the year 2030.  
Consistent with the Act requirements, the UWMP evaluates long-term water supply 
reliability via three planning tools:  (1) a water supply reliability assessment; (2) a water 
shortage contingency plan; and (3) a plan to address catastrophic interruptions in water 
supplies.  The outcome of these three planning processes included in the UWMP is 
discussed briefly below. 
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MET uses an Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) process to evaluate the supplies 
necessary to meet demands over at least a 20-year period in average, single year, and 
multi-year drought conditions.  MET’s available water supply and delivery patterns are 
influenced by factors such as environmental regulation, competition outside Southern 
California, and environmental factors.  For example, the Colorado River Basin has 
experienced a five-year drought that is unprecedented in recorded history, impacting the 
amount of water available to MET from that source.  However, the reliability analysis for 
the IRP showed that MET can maintain reliable supplies under conditions that have 
existed in past dry periods through 2030 (UWMP 2005).  MET has also identified 
additional groundwater storage and transfers that could serve to supply additional water 
needs. Table 4.6-1 summarizes MET’s anticipated water supply sources and anticipated 
demand for the year 2030 (normal year estimate). 

MET has also developed a Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan 
(WSDM Plan), which guides water supply operations in both surplus and shortage.  In 
the WSDM Plan, MET outlines shortage actions in various stages, including actions 
needed to address up to a 50 percent reduction in MET’s water supplies (as required by 
the Act).  During shortages, MET will meet demands by relying on storage.  In the stages 
of severe or extreme shortage, MET will take additional actions, such as issuing calls for 
public conservation, considering curtailment of interim agricultural deliveries, exercising 
water transfer options, or purchasing water on the open market.  Through this 
management process, MET fully expects to be 100 percent reliable in meeting its 
demands throughout 2030 (UWMP 2005).  

The UWMP outlines MET’s Emergency Storage Requirements, which address actions 
necessary for catastrophic interruptions in water supply.  The requirements are based on 
the potential of a natural disaster (e.g., an earthquake) damaging the imported water 
supply aqueducts, causing a 100 percent reduction in MET’s water supply for six months 
(a greater period than required by the Act).  Given this scenario, the emergency plan 
outlines a 25 percent cutback to member agencies and use of water stored in 
subsurface reservoirs and ground water basins under MET’s interruptible program, as 
well as emergency reservoirs and other available storage.  With the exception of few 
locations, MET can deliver water throughout its service area via gravity, which eliminates 
the dependence on power sources.  Also included is a preliminary analysis of the 
potential effects of extensive levee failure in the San Francisco Bay Delta (which 
supplies water to the SWP).  For the scenarios evaluated, the analysis showed that MET 
would be able to continue to provide water to its member agencies in the case of 
emergency interruption of water supply. 

The UWMP also discusses other supply reliability risks, such as water quality issues and 
climate change.  These types of supply risks are more uncertain and therefore are 
addressed more broadly.  The amount of water at risk of potential water quality issues 
(e.g., contamination) is unknown.  The IRP process includes a plan to identify a 
contingency supply buffer to address potential threats to water quality.  Although the 
long-term effects of climate change are uncertain, MET is at the forefront of the issue by 
integrating climate change concerns into its IRP.  The water supply planning portfolio for 
adapting to climate change includes conservation, groundwater conjunctive use, and 
storage and conveyance facilities.   
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SDCWA 2005 Urban Water Management Plan; SDCWA Drought Management Plan 

In 2005, SDCWA also updated its UWMP, which identifies a variety of water resources 
projected to be developed through the year 2030 to ensure long-term water supply 
reliability for the region (SDCWA 2005).  SDCWA’s UWMP includes the required water 
supply reliability planning process (as described above for MET) to ensure a long-term 
water supply for its member agencies and address water shortage and catastrophic 
interruptions in supply.   

According to SDCWA, today, up to 90 percent of SDCWA’s water supply is imported 
from the Colorado River and Northern California by MET. The remainder comes from 
local water sources including groundwater, local surface water, recycled water, seawater 
desalination and conservation.  Although SDCWA relies on a sole imported water supply 
from MET, MET has ensured long-term reliability through its UWMP and IRP planning 
process.  In addition to imported water, SDCWA identifies supply goals for supplemental 
sources of water for the year 2030, including groundwater, recycled water, and seawater 
desalination. Through its imported water supply and identified supplemental water 
sources, SDCWA plans to meet the County’s needs through the year 2030 (SDCWA 
2005). Table 4.6-2 summarizes SDCWA’s anticipated water supply sources and 
anticipated demand for the year 2030 (normal year estimate). 

In the event of a drought, SDCWA does not anticipate a water shortage, assuming full 
implementation of MET’s IRP process.  However, SDCWA acknowledges that there is 
always some level of uncertainty associated with imported water, so it has developed a 
Drought Management Plan (DMP) to address potential supply shortages due to drought 
conditions (SDCWA 2005).  Similar to MET’s plan, the DMP identifies a series of actions 
to respond to different stages of drought, such as augmentation of supplies, promoting 
public conservation, and mandatory cutbacks of up to 50 percent in cases of severe 
drought.

SDCWA addresses the potential for a catastrophic water shortage through its 
Emergency Storage Project (ESP). The ESP is based on the premise that an earthquake 
or other disaster would eliminate connections to MET sources for up to six months. 
Under that scenario, a system of upgraded reservoirs, new connecting pipelines, and 
other facilities would work together to deliver water to SDCWA member agencies.  
ESP’s include the completed Olivenhain Dam and the Olivenhain Pipeline as well as 
facilities currently under construction such as Lake Hodges Projects, San Vicente 
Pipeline, and San Vicente Dam Raise. The ESP is based on a 75 percent level of 
service to member agencies, as well as full implementation of water conservation BMPs.  
Elements of the ESP have been completed and some are currently under construction.  
The entire system is anticipated to be completed by 2012.  When completed, the ESP 
will provide enough water to meet the County’s needs through at least 2030 (SDCWA 
2005).

SDCWA Regional Water Facilities Master Plan 

SDCWA completed a Regional Water Facilities Master Plan (RWFMP) process in 2004 to 
define the regional facilities needed to meet water demands within SDCWA’s service area 
through the year 2030. The RWFMP also evaluates water supply reliability and emergency 
storage to ensure a reliable and safe water supply for the service area. The RWFMP 
includes plans for expanding and rehabilitating existing facilities, as well as constructing 
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new facilities (e.g., distribution pipelines, reservoirs, pump stations, WWTPs) to meet 
anticipated demand. The RWFMP also includes potential regional recycled water and 
seawater desalting facilities.   

Regional Water Conservation and the California Urban Water Conservation Council’s 
BMPs

The California Urban Water Conservation Council (CUWCC) was formed in 1991 
through a MOU Regarding Urban Water Conservation in California.  The urban BMPs for 
water conservation included in the MOU are intended to reduce California’s long-term 
urban water demands. Both MET and SDCWA are signatory parties of the MOU, and 
have pledged to make a good faith attempt to implement the CUWCC urban water 
conservation BMPs. Table 4.6-3 provides an overview of the CUWCC urban water 
conservation BMPs. Most SDCWA member agencies are signatories to the MOU and 
are required to submit biennial BMP reports to show compliance with the appropriate 
BMPs (SDCWA 2005). 

Valley Center Municipal Water District Water Shortage Response Program 

In response to the SDCWA Model Drought Response Ordinance, adopted in March 
2008, the VCMWD created its own drought response plan containing items specifically 
related to responses to new development at differing drought level conditions: 

 Level 1, Watch Condition—Availability letters are still issued, but with 
qualifications concerning the uncertainty of the future water supply availability 
and its impact on the ability of the District to provide actual water service in the 
future.

 Level 2, Alert Condition—No new statements of availability shall be issued unless 
the applicant provides substantial evidence of an enforceable commitment that 
the net water demands for the project from the District will be off-set prior to the 
provision of any new water meter(s) for the project.   

 Level 3, Critical Condition—The same requirements as Level 2; however only 
existing (not new) annexations will be considered with the appropriate off-set. 

 Level 4, Emergency Condition—any and all development and annexation 
processing with associated direct water usage shall be terminated and no new 
temporary or permanent potable water meters shall be provided under any 
circumstance until the Level 4 condition abates, except for those meters for 
projects required to protect public health and safety. 

Rainbow Municipal Water District Drought Response Ordinance 

The RMWD Drought Response Ordinance, similarly contains items related to new 
development as follows: 

 Level 1, Watch Condition—No conditions apply.  

 Level 2, Alert Condition—No new services and no statements of immediate 
ability to serve or provide potable water service (such as, will serve letters, 
certificates, or letters of availability) unless the applicant provides substantial 
evidence of an enforceable binding commitment that water demands for the 
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project will be off-set prior to the provision of a new water meter.  Annexation 
considerations are suspended. 

 Level 3, Critical Condition—Same requirements as Level 2. 

 Level 4, Emergency Condition—Same requirements as Level 3. 

On a monthly basis, MET provides to its Board an update on the regional water supply 
and demand conditions and potential actions under the Water Surplus and Drought 
Management Plan (WSDM Plan). The WSDM Plan provides the overall strategy for 
managing Metropolitan’s resources to meet the range of estimated demands for the 
calendar year.  The monthly report provides the status of its supplies from the State 
Water Project, Colorado River, MET storage, and storage/exchange programs to 
determine how to meet potential demands. There have been several water supply 
reliability challenges including the federal and state actions in the Delta area to protect 
certain fish species. These actions have reduced State Water Project pumping, and may 
do so further. Additionally, state storage reservoirs are below normal storage levels due 
to two consecutive years of dry conditions. In response to these concerns, in April 2008 
MET developed with its member agencies a Five-Year Supply Plan to identify specific 
resource and conservation actions over the following five years to manage water 
deliveries under continued drought conditions and court-ordered restrictions. This Five-
Year Supply Plan is in addition to MET’s Integrated Water Resources Plan, to be revised 
in 2009, which addresses broader challenges associated with water supply such as 
population growth, increase competition for low-cost water supplies, variable weather 
conditions, and increased environmental regulation for clean and safe drinking water.  
The WSDM Plan provides an update on MET’s Five-Year Supply Plan. Detailed 
background information on the State Water Project litigation and the California Plan and 
Quantification Settlement Agreement regarding Colorado River water use can be found 
in MET’s Appendix A, attached to their January 15, 2009 Official Statement for 
$200,000,000 Water Revenue Bonds.  

The Five-Year Supply Plan has identified new supplies for MET to consider in addition to 
the State Water Project and Colorado River on which it substantially relies. MET has 
demonstrated on a monthly basis in report to their Board, that firm demand on MET are 
able to be met by these sources along with utilization of its Water Surplus Drought 
Management Storage Portfolio. 

The monthly reports to the Board provide an update on the impact that these items have 
on the water supply and strategic plan to meet demands, including discussion on the 
Department of Water Resources Snow Pack Surveys and Table A allocations.  MET’s 
most recent assessment of the current water supply condition can be found in the April 
15, 2009 MET Board Action request from the Water Planning and Stewardship 
Committee, the April 13, 2009 MET Water Resources Management Semi-annual Report 
on State Water Project Initiatives, and the April 23, 2009 MET Water Resources 
Management information update on Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan on 
water supply and demand as of April 23, 2009. All of these items can be found at MET’s 
website under the Board of Directors Board Letter Archive section.  
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For calendar year 2008, MET’s State Water Project allocation was 35 percent of its 
contracted-for amount due to the critically dry conditions in the northern Sierra 
Mountains and projected impacts of court-ordered restrictions (e.g., reducing pumping in 
the Delta area due to the delta smelt).  In October 2008, the initial allocation for 2009 
was announced to be 15 percent. On April 15, 2009, the Department of Water 
Resources announced that the allocation would be 30 percent and most recently on May 
20, 2009 the Department of Water Resources increased the Table A allocation amount 
to 40%.  This increase in State Water Project allocation decreased the quantity of water 
taken from the WSDW Storage Actions to meet MET’s demands. 

The SDCWA carries through activities at the MET level into reports to their Board.  In 
April 2009, SDCWA staff provided to the Board the quarterly update on both the State 
Water Project and the Colorado River including the Water Authority’s transfer with 
Imperial Irrigation District, the All-American and Coachella Canal Lining projects, and 
potential Colorado River supply augmentation projects. Key discussion can also be 
found in the April 15, 2009 information item on the Fiscal Year 2010 Available Core 
Supplies and April 15, 2009 action item background on Approval of Shortage 
Management Actions in Response to Supply Cutbacks from Metropolitan Water District 
in Fiscal Year 2010.

In response to the present water conditions, on April 23, 2009 the SDCWA declared 
Stage 3 Mandatory Cutbacks in water use of 8% and declared a drought response 
“Drought Alert” Level 2 Condition. The April 15, 2009 action item background on 
Approval of Shortage Management Actions in Response to Supply Cutbacks from 
Metropolitan Water District in Fiscal Year 2010 provided the rationale for the 8% 
mandatory cutback in response to the potential water shortfall projected for 2010 (see 
Table 4.6-4 below). Within this analysis, the SDCWA assumed a supply from MET of 
380,000 acre-feet for FY2010.  Since that time, the SDCWA has increased the amount 
of supply it anticipates to receive from MET for FY2010 to 410,381 acre-feet (from the 
May 20, 2009 information item on Drought Management Implementation Report).  If all 
other elements of the calculation remained the same, the estimated regional shortfall 
would be approximately 3%.  Additionally, note that the calculation of 410,381 acre-feet 
is based on MET’s 30% Table A allocation rather than the most recent 4050 percent 
Table A allocation (California Department of Water Resources, State Water Project 
Analysis Office, Water Deliveries).. 

RMWD and VCMWD declared a Level 2 Drought in April 2009 and May 2009, 
respectively.

The Proposed Project is partially within the SLRMWD and the remaining portion is not 
within the jurisdiction of any MWD, as shown on Figure 1-12.  Although the Proposed 
Project is partially within the SLRMWD, however, the SLRMWD does not have legal 
authority to provide retail water or wastewater service.  Although there are three MWDs 
in the area, retail water and/or wastewater service in the vicinity of the Proposed Project 
area is provided by only two MWDs:  

 Rainbow Municipal Water District 

 Valley Center Municipal Water District 
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The provision of water and sewer service to the Proposed Project would require 
modification of the existing Sphere of Influence (SOI) boundaries for the districts in the 
Proposed Project area as described in Chapter 1. A description of each MWD is 
provided below.

San Luis Rey Municipal Water District (SLRMWD) 

The southern portion of the Project Site is located within the boundaries of the 
SLRMWD. The SLRMWD was formed on October 17, 1958, pursuant to the Municipal 
Water District Act of 1911 (California Water Code §§ 71000, et seq.).  The SLRMWD 
encompasses approximately 3,000 acres along the San Luis Rey River Valley in 
northern San Diego County. The District is bounded on the west by I-15; on the east by 
the Pala Indian Reservation; on the north, west, and south by two member agencies of 
the SDCWA; RMWD to the north and west and VCMWD to the south.  

The SLRMWD was formed with the principal mission to protect the groundwater that 
existing landowners pump from wells located in the San Luis Rey River Basin. The 
SLRMWD currently operates as a groundwater management agency, and does not 
provide retail water or wastewater services to any customers. There are currently no 
water or wastewater service providers within the SLRMWD boundary.  All existing water 
use within the district is supplied by private wells accessing the subsurface flows of the 
San Luis Rey River. At this time the SLRMWD has no existing wastewater infrastructure 
to serve the Proposed Project. The SLRMWD is a participant in the LAFCO MSR/SOI 
study that will be prepared for the Bonsall and Pala Hydrological Subareas. 

Rainbow Municipal Water District (RMWD) 

The Project Site is outside but adjacent to the boundaries of the RMWD, which provides 
water and wastewater services to properties within its boundary. The RMWD was 
established in 1953 through a conglomeration of several mutual water companies under 
the Municipal Water District Act of 1911. The RMWD’s 51,200-acre service area is 
located in northern San Diego County. It is approximately 40 miles north of the city of 
San Diego and 17 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. The northern boundary of the RMWD 
is coterminous with the San Diego/Riverside County border. The RMWD includes the 
unincorporated communities of Rainbow and Bonsall, as well as portions of Pala and 
Fallbrook.

The RMWD became a member of the SDCWA and MET in the same year to acquire the 
right to purchase and distribute imported water. The RMWD obtains 100 percent of its 
water supply from the SDCWA aqueduct system. The RMWD is a participant in the 
LAFCO MSR/SOI study that will be prepared for the Bonsall and Pala Hydrological 
Subareas.

The RMWD provides wastewater service within the unincorporated communities of 
Rainbow, Bonsall, and portions of Fallbrook and Pala. Wastewater generated within the 
RMWD is currently collected and subsequently transferred to the City of Oceanside 
through a trunk sewer main extending west along SR-76. This approximately 11-mile 
conveyance system consists of gravity pipelines, two lift stations, and force mains to 
transfer wastewater to the point of connection with the City of Oceanside’s collection 
system located at the intersection of Stallion Drive and North River Road. The 
wastewater is treated at the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant and discharged 
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through an ocean outfall.  The City of Oceanside currently is expanding its treatment 
facilities and may provide the district an additional 0.5 mgd of capacity. The RMWD has 
updated its Water Master Plan to evaluate preferred options, if any, for extending water 
service to the Proposed Project.   

Valley Center Municipal Water District (VCMWD) 

The Project Site is approximately one-half mile north of the existing northern boundary of 
the VCMWD. The VCMWD was founded on July 12, 1954, pursuant to the Municipal 
Water District Act of 1911. The VCMWD is a member agency of the SDCWA and 
obtains 100 percent of its supply from the SDCWA aqueduct system. The VCMWD 
encompasses approximately 64,253 acres (100 square miles), 59 percent of which 
currently receives water services. The VCMWD is bounded on the west by I-15, on the 
south by the city of Escondido and unincorporated areas, and to the north by the YMWD, 
Pala Indian Reservation, and the SLRMWD. The VCMWD provides water and sewer 
services to its domestic, agricultural, and commercial customers, with most of its water 
(86 percent) being used to irrigate citrus and avocado groves. The VCMWD also 
provides approximately 2,600 sewer connections that send wastewater to three VCMWD 
treatment facilities, none of which are adjacent to the Project Site. The VCMWD is a 
participant in the LAFCO MSR/SOI study that will be prepared for the Bonsall and Pala 
Hydrological Subareas. 

4.6.3 Guidelines for the Determination of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR, the basis for the determination of the significance is the 
County of San Diego General Plan and CEQA Guidelines regarding adequate levels of 
service. 

A project will have a significant adverse environmental effect related to utilities and 
service systems if: 

1. The project’s demand for potable water cannot be met with current projected water 
supplies and/or the demand for services requires significant alterations to existing 
water pipelines and infrastructure needed to convey potable water to the site.  

2. The wastewater generated from the project cannot be treated by an existing or 
proposed facility, and/or the project requires significant alterations to existing 
wastewater systems and infrastructure.  

4.6.4 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance 

A significant impact would occur if the demand for potable water cannot be met with 
current projected water supplies and/or the demand for services requires significant 
alterations to existing water pipelines and infrastructure needed to convey potable water 
to the Project Site.  

As required by Senate Bills 610 and 221, a WSA&V Report was prepared to assess 
projected water demands for the Proposed Project. The water demands for the 
Proposed Project are summarized in Table 4.6-5. The water totals shown in Table 4.6-
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56 do not account for water conservation measures that would be required to be 
implemented by the Proposed Project.  Therefore, these totals represent a worst case 
scenario of estimated water demands. Additionally, construction of the school site is the 
preferred option over the development of 42 additional single-family residential units 
which could replace the school site. The school is estimated to generate a higher water 
demand and was used to calculate the total projected water demand for the 
development.  This ensures that the planned water facilities are adequate for either land 
use condition.   

The Proposed Project will implement conservation measures and utilize non-potable 
water for irrigation purposes to reduce its potable water demand.  In addition to reducing 
potable water demand through the above actions, the Proposed Project will further 
reduce its water demand by participating in offset programs or projects offered by the 
SDCWA or a MWD resulting in a net zero water demand on Water Authority supplies.  
The specific offset program(s) will be identified during the Sphere of Influence update 
process which will occur after approval of the Proposed Project. 

As previously described, the Project Site would require annexation into a MWD for water 
service. LAFCO will conduct a Municipal Services Review (MSR) and SOI Update to 
determine the appropriate provider of water to the area which includes the Proposed 
Project. Specifically, LAFCO will examine the suitability of RMWD, SLRMWD, and 
VCMWD as potential service providers, and then provide a recommendation. Ultimately, 
the decision to provide service would be determined by the Board of Directors of the 
providing agency.  Upon approval, annexation of the Proposed Project to a MWD will be 
required.    

Regardless of the MWD selected, the source of water to the Project Site will be imported 
water via the SDCWA aqueducts. Therefore, annexation of the Project Site into the 
SDCWA is necessary in order for the Proposed Project to obtain water service.  
Generally, the SDCWA uses SANDAG regional growth forecasts to calculate future 
demands within its service areas. This ordinarily provides for consistency between San 
Diego County planning efforts and SDCWA demand projections, in an attempt to ensure 
that adequate supplies are being planned for existing and future water uses. In 2007, the 
SDCWA updated its 2005 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP 2007) to include the 
projected demands of areas which were pending annexation to the SDCWA. The areas 
pending annexation were included to provide a more comprehensive analysis of future 
water demands, as these areas were not included in the SANDAG population 
projections. The Proposed Project was explicitly identified as an area proposing 
annexation to the SDCWA (UWMP 2007, Page 2-4, Table 2-2, footnote 3). It states in its 
normal single dry and multiple dry year assessments that, “If the SDCWA and member 
agency supplies are developed as planned, along with implementation of MET’s IRP, no 
shortages are anticipated within the SDCWA’s service area in a normal year through 
2030.” The SDCWA state the same on later pages regarding the single dry and multiple 
dry year assessments (UWMP 2007, Pages 8-2 – 8-3). Therefore, the Proposed 
Project’s water demands have been accounted for and included in the SDCWA’s long-
term water planning.  However since 2005, the following unforeseen water supply 
reliability challenges have occurred, resulting in Metropolitan's IRP not being developed 
as planned: 
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 A federal court ruling in 2007 on the delta smelt may result in as much as a 40% 
reduction of water from the State Water Project for Southern California.  

 The State of California may be entering into a third year of drought which has 
caused water supply reserves throughout the State to plummet. The State of 
California is experiencing a multi-year drought, and MET and the SDCWA are on 
Drought Level 2 Alert.  This is true of most of the SDCWA member agencies as 
well.  However, the latest data on water storage volumes in the state’s major 
reservoirs shows an increase in storage.  As of July 31, 2010, the historical 
average percent of total storage for major reservoirs in California was 75.9 
percent.  In 2009, the percent of total storage was 55.5 percent.  In 2010, this 
figure has increased to 61.0 percent. (California Department of Water Resources, 
California Data Exchange Center, Summary of Storage in Major Reservoirs) ). 

 It is anticipated that the Colorado River deliveries will continue to be reduced as 
that watershed continues to recover from record drought. Colorado River 
deliveries were reduced as the watershed continues to recover from record 
drought.  Compared to 2009, however, the 2010 figures look better.  The 
following is a listing of MET’s percent allocation of Colorado River Supply for 
January through July of 2009 and 2010*: 

Month 2009 2010 
January 69 79 
February 69 79 
March 73 85 
April 76 89 
May 78 89 
June 86 91 
July 86 91 

* The Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California General Manager’s Monthly 
Activity Report

The SDCWA is mandated by law to update their UWMP in 2010 (although some 
SDCWA members have received an extension until July 2011) in which it will be 
required to take these changed circumstances into account.  In the interim, the County 
will require that these changed circumstances be included to fully analyze, pursuant to 
CEQA, whether the project has a sufficient water supply available.  The EIR must 
explain, how, given these factors, water is still available.   

Water demands for the Proposed Project are based on the Meadowood Water 
StudyWater Supply Assessment and Verification Report (2009) included as Attachment 
ON-2 and summarized in Table 4.6-5.  This table represents the maximum potable 
water demand for the Proposed Project based on typical demand factors (water use 
rates) for the proposed land use type.  As discussed above, the Proposed Project water 
demand was included in the 2007 UWMP (UWMP 2007, Page 2-4, Table 2-2, footnote 
3), estimated in five-year increments over a 20-year period, as a project to be served by 
the SLRMWD, whose un-annexed area option was one of the areas proposing 
annexation at the time the 2007 UWMP was developed. Therefore, the SDCWA 
included the water demands forecasted for the Proposed Project because it was one of 
the areas/projects to be provided water within the SLRMWD annexation. The 2007 
UWMP found that the  projected potable water supply will meet the projected potable 
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water demand of 715,450 acre-feet per year (af/y) in 2010 to 829,030 (af/y) in 2030. 
Based on dry year forecasts, the projected water supply will also meet the projected 
water demand during single and multiple dry year scenarios.  

As detailed in the WSA&V, the water supply analysis through 2030 demonstrates that 
the SDCWA will be able to meet the normal, single, and multiple dry year demands of 
the Proposed Project. This demand calculation did not consider conservation by the 
Proposed Project and was based on all water demands, potable and non-potable, being 
met by SDCWA supplies.  In response to the changed conditions discussed above, the 
SDCWA is implementing its DMP in order to manage current short term supply 
conditions. MET is also implementing its WSDM plan and WSAP. To plan for long term 
supply reliability, the SDCWA continues to implement its diversification strategy, will 
participate in the update of MET’s IRP and update its own UMWP in 2010 to reflect any 
changed supply conditions. 

The findings of the 2007 UWMP as verified by the WSA&V state that, independent of the 
LAFCO determination of the ultimate water service provider, an adequate supply of 
water is available from the SDCWA to serve the Proposed Project’s demands in normal 
and dry year forecasts. Additionally, in actual development, the Proposed Project will 
propose to implement conservation measures and utilize non-potable water for irrigation 
purposes to reduce its potable water demand. As discussed in Chapter 4.2, above, 
approximately 140.2 af/yr of on-site groundwater could supply a portion of the non-
potable demands. Examples of these water conservation features are discussed in the 
WSA&V. Regardless of the reduced water demand these actions yield, the Proposed 
Project will further reduce its water demand by developing or participating in off-set 
programs which or projects offered by SDCWA or a MWD resulting in a net zero water 
demand on SDCWA water supplies. These off-set projects or programs could possibly 
be offered by SDCWA or a MWD; however, even if these agency programs do not  exist, 
the Proposed Project will off-set its water demand such that the Proposed Project will 
have a net zero demand on SDCWA water supplies.   

Off-set programs and projects would generally fall into three categories:  potable water 
conservation, expanded use of recycled waterutilization, and supply development. 
Examples of conservation programs include utilization of low-flush toilets, low-use 
fixtures, and weather-based irrigation controllers (details of a project sponsored 
exchange program would be decided by the MWD). Infrastructure could be funded by 
the Proposed Project, which would increase recycled water use within a MWD. For 
example in A recent example is a project in the City of San Diego which a project 
extended an existing recycled water line to a school site. In this case, the project 
financed and constructed the improvement to provide recycled water in order to replace 
the use of potable water. The third off-set program type involves the development of new 
supply. This could include financially participating in projects such as the Oceanside or 
Sweetwater Desalting plants, which treat brackish groundwater and ocean water for 
potable water supply.  The specific off-set program(s) will be identified during the sphere 
of influence update process, which will occur after approval of the Proposed Project. 
Should the MWD select the off-set program where recycled water improvements are 
required, infrastructure would be placed within existing roadways to minimize potential 
impacts associated with construction. The implementation of the off-set program shall be 
a condition of annexation into the SDCWA and MWD prior to the delivery of water.  
Therefore, impacts associated with potable water supply would be less than 
significant.
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The Proposed Project will use recycled water for on-site irrigation uses, as a means of 
reducing its need for imported water.  Wastewater from the development Proposed 
Project will be tertiary treated to recycled water quality standards at the Proposed 
Project’s on-site WWTP, and will be used on-site for irrigation of the Proposed Project’s 
common area landscaping, HOA maintained slopes, park, school fields, and primary 
irrigation of the on-site retained citrus and avocado groves.  The WWTP will produce up 
to 0.225 mgd of recycled water.  As detailed in the Water Study, recycled water use will 
reduce the Proposed Project’s potable water demands by 25 percent. 

The appropriate provider of water services will be determined by LAFCO. Water facilities 
needed to serve the Proposed Project would vary depending on which MWD is selected.  
Each of the alternatives to be considered, along with the facilities needed, is described 
below.

Valley Center Municipal Water District 

The SOI Update report evaluates the potential for the VCMWD to extend water and 
wastewater services to the areas that are currently within the boundaries of the 
SLRMWD.  This would be the preferred scenario for the Proposed Project. 

As part of this alternative, the VCMWD SOI would be revised to include the Proposed 
Project, including the northern portion of the Project Site, which currently is not within 
any of the three MWDs.  Expansion of the VCMWD would require the following: 

1. LAFCO approval of SOI and boundary expansion 

2. LAFCO approval of annexation, attachment and detachment from SLRMWD 

3. Annexation of planning areas to MET and SDCWA and MET 

4. Updating of the VCMWD’s planning documents, such as CIP, Master Plan, and 
Urban Water Management Plan 

5. Infrastructure development, as shown on Figures 1-13 and 1-14 and Table 1-3.

Based on projected demands and phasing considerations, the recommended water 
supply facilities for the VCMWD include: 

 2.5 cf/s flow control facilities  

 12-inch diameter water supply pipelines from aqueduct(s)  

 5 million gallons of treated water storage reservoir 

 On-site pressure reducing station 
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The treated water storage reservoir will be sited at sufficient elevation to allow gravity 
service from the storage reservoir to the zones served, without need for pumping.  The 
water storage reservoir would be located on the southern portion of the eastern ridgeline 
of the Project Site, as shown in Figure 1-5.

San Luis Rey Municipal Water District 

The southern portion of the Project Site is located within the boundaries of the 
SLRMWD. Should this option be selected, the following actions would need to be 
implemented: 

1. LAFCO activation of SLRMWD latent powers for water for that portion of the district 

2. LAFCO approval of SOI and boundary expansions for the project area outside of 
SLRMWD boundaries 

3. The SLRMWD becoming a member agency of SDCWA and MET, and annexation of 
the SLRMWD jurisdictional lands to SDCWA and MET 

4. Annexation of planning areas into SDCWA and MET 

5. Development of water infrastructure.  Infrastructure required for SLRMWD would be 
the same as that described above for the VCMWD 

Rainbow Municipal Water District 

The Project Site is outside of, but adjacent to, the boundaries of the RMWD.  Should this 
option be implemented, the following actions would be required: 

1. LAFCO approval of SOI boundary expansion 

2. LAFCO approval of annexation, attachment and detachment from the SLRMWD 

3. Annexation of planning areas to RMWD, SDCWA, and METMET, SDCWA and the 
RMWD  

4. Capacity increases of the existing RMWD facilities 

5. Participation in the construction of extensive water infrastructure to serve the 
planning areas, as no infrastructure within the planning areas currently exists 

The RMWD could provide water service to the Proposed Project site by utilizing 
RMWD’s existing aqueduct turnouts and connecting the planning areas to the RMWD’s 
existing distribution system. Implementation would require improvements to pipelines, 
transmission mains, and pressure reducing stations.  Storage tanks would be developed 
for operational, fire flow, and emergency needs.  

If water is supplied by the RMWD, the required facilities would consist of new 
transmission pipelines connecting to Rainbow’s existing transmission pipelines, and may 
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include the same water storage tanks.  Unlike the SLRMWD or VCMWD options, service 
supplied by the RMWD would not require new connections to the First or Second 
aqueducts.  Instead, water would be supplied to the development from the existing 
RMWD facilities.  Should the RMWD option be chosen, water could be supplied to the 
Project Site via connection to one of three nearby connection points (see Figure 1-14).  
Details of the components are outlined in Chapter 1, Project Description.  

Regardless of the MWD selected, the Proposed Project has included the construction of 
all necessary facilities for the provision of water service as part of the project design. The 
required facilities for each MWD are analyzed within the chapters of the EIR and 
impacts, if any, have been identified. There would be no outstanding need for additional 
alterations to pipelines or infrastructure. Therefore, impacts associated with the 
extension of facilities for water supply and service is less than significant. Additionally, 
the Proposed Project is in compliance with Board Policy I-84 requiring the submittal of a 
water service commitment letter.  This is due to the fact that Aafter Board of Supervisors’ 
approval of the Proposed Project applications, LAFCO will consider SOI changes that 
will identify the most logical and efficient MWD to provide water and recycled water 
services to the Project Site.  The conditions of project approval will identify this process 
and ensure that the process occurs. Therefore, the Proposed Project will comply with the 
requirement to provide service commitment letters after project approval, specifically the 
forms will be required prior to recordation of a Final Map and issuance of building 
permits.

All on and off-site impacts associated with the construction of the preferred alignment of 
water supply facilities related to individual resource areas are detailed throughout 
Chapters 2 and 3, as follows: Aesthetics (Chapter 2.1), Air Quality (Chapter 2.2), 
Transportation/Traffic (Chapter 2.3), Biology (Chapter 3.1),  Agriculture (Chapter 3.2), 
Cultural Resources (Chapter 3.34), Noise (Chapter 3.45), and Hazards (Chapter 3.56). 
Should the Proposed Project be required to construct the alternative alignment, 
supplemental environmental review will be required.    

A significant impact would occur if the wastewater generated from the Proposed Project 
cannot be treated by an existing or proposed facility, and/or the Proposed Project 
requires significant alterations to existing wastewater systems and infrastructure. 

Wastewater Generation 

The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 0.225 mgd of 
wastewater.  This flow is based on a wastewater generation estimate of 250 gallons per 
day per EDU as used by the VCMWD and RMWD.   

Wastewater Provider and Infrastructure 

Project plans call for LAFCO to determine which of the three MWDs (VCMWD, 
SLRMWD, or RMWD) can provide efficient and cost-effective services to the Proposed 
Project. Annexation of the entire Project Site would be required if either the VCMWD or 
RMWD is selected. If the SLRMWD is identified as the service provider, only the 
northern portion of the Project Site would require annexation. Additionally, if SLRMWD 
was selected, LAFCO would have to activate its latent powers for sewer service. In 
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addition, after LAFCO’s SOI determination, wastewater facilities will be constructed. The 
Proposed Project includes an on-site WWTP, comprised of collection infrastructure, a 
new 0.225-mgd WWTP, treated water disposal, and recycled water infrastructure located 
on-site. Details of the proposed on-site WWTP and associated infrastructure are 
described in Chapter 1, Project Description. 

The Proposed Project is in compliance with both Policy 1.2 and 1.3 of the Public Facility 
Element of the General Plan as well as Board Policy I-84. These policies require 
reasonable expectation that wastewater treatment and disposal will be available and 
requires conditions be placed on project approval to assure that all requirements are met 
and commitments secured.  As discussed above, after approval of the Proposed Project, 
LAFCO will act to identify the most logical and efficient MWD to provide wastewater 
services to the Project Site.  Therefore, the Proposed Project will comply with the 
requirement to provide a service commitment letter from the selected wastewater 
provider. Such will be prior to Final Map recordation and issuance of building permits.  

Public Facility Element Policy 2.1 and Policy I-78 relate to the location, creation and 
operation of the proposed WWTP. The location and design of proposed WWTP for the 
Proposed Project must be approved and be consistent with the LAFCO selected MWD’s 
reclaimed water master plan.  With approval from the MWD, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with these policies. 

As described in Chapter 1.2.1, Project Component Parts, in the future, the designated 
operating MWD may require that the Proposed Project’s WWTP be expanded to serve 
other projects in the area, and this could be accommodated, with off-site wet weather 
ponds.  At this time, it can not be determined whether such a requirement will be made 
or the timing, siting or sizing of such a regional-serving WWTP.  Thus, in the future, if the 
chosen MWD requires a single WWTP to serve the entire I-15/SR-76 quadrant, further 
environmental review will be required prior to approval.  Under these circumstances, the 
applicant of the Proposed Project would then contribute funds (essentially a fairshare 
contribution) toward the construction of that expanded facility. 

Because the proposed on-site WWTP meets current estimated wastewater generation 
and conforms to relevant policies, impacts associated with wastewater generation and 
treatment would be less than significant. All on and off-site impacts associated with the 
extension of water facilities related to individual resource areas are detailed throughout 
Chapters 2 and 3, as follows: Aesthetics (Chapter 2.1), Air Quality (Chapter 2.2), 
Transportation/Traffic (Chapter 2.3), Biology (Chapter 3.1), Agriculture (Chapter 3.2), 
Cultural Resources (Chapter 3.34), Noise (Chapter 3.45), and Hazards (Chapter 3.56).  

4.6.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

A cumulative demand for water and wastewater services exists in the project area due to 
planned development projects. Projections were developed based on the current San 
Diego County General Plan and the County’s Draft General Plan Update.  Projected 
water demand would total 0.48 mgd and wastewater flow would total 0.225 mgd. The 
WSA&V Report prepared for the Proposed Project concludes that there is sufficient 
water supply to serve the Proposed Project and the existing and other certain planned 
projects in the SDCWA area(s). This conclusion was confirmed by the Independent 
Review of Meadowood Water Supply Assessment prepared by ICF International in 
May 2010.  
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Regarding wastewater, in order to assure that privately-proposed wastewater treatment 
plants would meet the anticipated needs of the project and the subregion, the County of 
San Diego Fallbrook Projects-Feasibility Study (“Feasibility Study”) was completed. The 
Feasibility Study is included in the EIR as Appendix PN-4. The Feasibility Study primarily 
reviewed the service demand for the Proposed Project in addition to that of the adjacent 
the Campus Park West project and other areas in the direct vicinity (Feasibility Study, 
Figure 1). While the Feasibility Study concluded this area would be best served by a 
regional WWTP, it acknowledged that if one project is not approved or not built, a 
regional WWTP may not be required. Therefore, it is necessary that the Proposed 
Project would include an individual project-serving WWTP.   

The Feasibility Study concluded that the Campus Park West project site would be the 
most suitable location for a regional WWTP. The applicant has agreed to make the 
necessary arrangements to ensure that wastewater is collected and treated at a regional 
facility in order to provide a coordinated, planned approach to wastewater service for the 
region. If and when such connection to a regional facility is feasible, the individual 
WWTP that is currently included as a part of the Proposed Project would be 
decommissioned and the Proposed Project would connect to the regional WWTP.

An impact is cumulatively considerable if the incremental effect of the project is 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other current 
projects, and probable future projects. (14 Cal Code Regs §15065(a)(3)). While the 
absence of wastewater service in the project area may render a significant cumulative 
impact to wastewater systems and infrastructure, the project’s contribution to that 
significant effect is not cumulatively considerable. The Proposed Project would construct 
and maintain a WWTP to process the wastewater generated only from the project. The 
Proposed Project would not generate wastewater that would require treatment other 
than by the Proposed Project’s WWTP. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not make 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts associated with wastewater 
treatment and disposal.     

Although there is a cumulative demand for water and wastewater services, this would 
not be a significant impact, as future services can be provided consistent with 
determination of district reorganization by LAFCO.     

Additionally, the WSA&V Report prepared for the Proposed Project concludes that there 
is sufficient water supply to serve the Proposed Project and the existing and other 
certain planned projects in the SDCWA area(s). Therefore, cumulative impacts 
associated with water use are less than significant.

4.6.6 Conclusions 

Implementation of the Proposed Project requires annexation into one of three MWD that 
can potentially provide water and wastewater services. Upon the conclusion of the 
LAFCO MSR and SOI Update, an appropriate MWD will be selected to serve the Project 
Site. Because there is adequate water supply to serve the Proposed Project as 
determined by the WSA&V Report, and the Project design includes construction of all 
necessary facilities for provision of water service, direct and cumulative impacts 
associated with the extension of facilities for water supply and service are less than 
significant.
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The Proposed Project will create a need for wastewater treatment services in an area 
not completely covered by a wastewater service district. The Proposed Project includes 
the construction of a WWTP and associated facilities which will have the capacity to 
serve the Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts associated with wastewater generation 
and treatment would be less than significant.    
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TABLE 4.6-1 
METROPOLITAN WATER SUPPLY CAPABILITY AND PROJECTED DEMANDS 

(NORMAL YEAR) 

Type of Supply 

2030
Forecast 
(AF/yr) 

Current Supplies  2,449,000 

Supplies Under Development  205,000 

Total MET Supply Capability 2,654,000

Firm Demands on MET 2,246,000 

Potential Reserve and Replenishment Supplies 408,000 

Source:  Metropolitan 2005 

TABLE 4.6-2 
SDCWA WATER SUPPLY CAPABILITY AND PROJECTED DEMANDS 

(NORMAL YEAR) 

Type of Supply 

2030
Forecast 
(AF/yr) 

SDCWA Supplies (desalinated ocean water, 
transfers, and canal lining projects) 

333,700 

Member Agency Supplies (surface water, 
recycling, and groundwater) 

138,408 

MET Water District Supplies 356,922 

Total Projected Supplies 829,030 

Total Estimated Demands (with conservation) 829,030 

Source:  SDCWA 2005 
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TABLE 4.6-3 
CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

AND SDCWA CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

BMP
Number BMP Description 

Conservation Program 
(SDCWA) 

Applicable to 

Member Agencies 
Metropolitan/

SDCWA 
1 Residential Water 

Surveys  
Residential Survey Program Yes No 

2 Residential Plumbing 
Retrofits  

Showerhead distribution Yes No 

3 System Water Audits, 
Leak Detection  

SDCWA and member 
agencies independently 
operate separate system 
audits

Yes Yes 

4 Metering and 
Commodity Rates  

Member agencies operate Yes No 

5 Large Landscape 
Audits

 Commercial Landscape 
Incentive Program 

 Landscape Assistance 
Program for Business and 
Home 

 Protector Del Agua 
(Spanish Language 
Commercial Landscape 
Incentive Program) 

Yes No 

6 High Efficiency 
Washing (HEW) 
Machines  

Residential HEW Voucher 
Program 

Yes No 

7 Public Information   Media Coverage 
 Xeriscape Awards 
 Website 
 Water Conservation 

Literature

Yes Yes 

8 School Education   Classroom Presentations 
 Splash Science Mobile 

Lab 
 Youth Merit Badge 

Program 
 Magic Show 
 Teaching Garden 
 Mini-grants of up to $250 

Yes Yes 

9 Commercial, 
Industrial, & 
Institutional

 CII Voucher Program 
 Industrial Process 

Improvement Program 

Yes No 

10 Wholesale Agency 
Assistance 

Ongoing No Yes 



TABLE 4.6-3 
CALIFORNIA URBAN WATER CONSERVATION BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
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(CONTINUED) 
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BMP
Number BMP Description 

Conservation Program 
(SDCWA) 

Applicable to 

Member Agencies 
Metropolitan/

SDCWA 
11 Conservation Pricing  Member agencies operate Yes Yes

12 Conservation 
Coordinator  

Water Resources staff Yes Yes 

13 Water Waste 
Prohibition  

Member agencies operate Yes No 

14 Residential Ultra Low 
Flow Toilet (ULFT) 
Replacements  

Residential ULFT voucher 
program 

Yes No 

Source:  Metropolitan 2005; SDCWA 2005 
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TABLE 4.6-4 
SUPPLY AND DEMAND ANALYSIS FOR FISCAL YEAR 20101

Estimated Quantity (AF) 
Projected FY 2010 M&I Demands2 629,000 

Core Supplies 

    Estimated Metropolitan M&I Allocation 380,000 (TBD)3

    QSA 155,000 

    Local Potable 30,000 

    Total Core Supplies 565,000 

    Estimated Regional Shortfall 64,000 (10%) 

Dry-year Supplies 

    2009 Transfer Supplies 16,000 

    Carry-over Supplies 0

Total Supplies 581,000 

Estimated Regional Shortfall 48,000 (8%) 

1Recycled water is not included in the analysis because it is not cutback in 
shortages 
2FY 2010 projected demands based on escalated FY 07 demands, which are 
representative of dry-year demands prior to voluntary conservation. 
3Final allocation quantity from Metropolitan is expected mid-May. 
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TABLE 4.6-5 
SUMMARY OF WATER DEMANDS AND WATER DELIVERABLES 

Land Use 

Dwellings
Units or 
Acres Water Use Factor 

Demand 

gpd mgd 
ac-
ft/yr 

Single-family 355 500 gpd/DU 177,500 0.178 199
Multi-family 489 400 gpd/DU 195,600 0.196 219
Elementary School 1 11.1 2,000 gpd/ac 22,200 0.022 25
Neighborhood Park 1 8.5 2,000 gpd/ac 17,000 0.017 19
HOA Areas 2 58.9 2,000 gpd/ac 117,800 0.118 132
R.O.W. Irrigation 3 9.22 2,000 gpd/ac 18,440 0.018 21
Retained Groves 1 49.3 3,570 gpd/ac 176,001 0.176 197
Natural Open Space 1 128.5 --   -- -- --
TOTAL    724,541 0.725 812
1 Water Demand acreage based on Area Acreage 
2 Water Demand acreage based on total HOA Area Acreage within each planning area 
3 Water Demand acreage based on 20% of total Road Area Acreage within each planning area 
Source: Meadowood Water Study (Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc., April 2009)



4-72 

2.0Significant Environmental Effects

This page is intentionally blank. 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-73 

4.7 Agricultural Resources 

This section is based on the agricultural technical report for the Proposed Project area 
(RECON 2010). The technical report is included as Appendix GO to this EIR.  

4.7.1 Existing Conditions 

San Diego County General Plan—The San Diego County General Plan (1996) is a 
comprehensive planning guide for unincorporated areas within the county. Related 
agricultural policies within the Regional Land Use, Open Space, and Conservation 
Elements, as well as the Fallbrook Community Plan, are summarized below: 

1. San Diego County General Plan, Regional Land Use Element—The Regional 
Land Use Element regional categories for the Proposed Project area are SSA and 
RDA. The SSA designation is applied on an interim basis and for a specified period 
of time to areas in which development should be suspended or restricted pending 
completion of detailed review, study, or annexation to the County Water Authority. 
Lands within the RDA designation are outside the service boundaries of the County 
Water Authority. Areas within the RDA category are intended for agriculture or 
unimproved lands and remote pockets of residential development. The Proposed 
Project site is designated as an RDA since it is outside the County Water Authority 
boundary line. However, the Proposed Project would redesignate the entire site as 
CUDA. 

2. San Diego County General Plan, Open Space Element—It is the intent of the 
County General Plan Open Space Element to encourage the establishment of 
additional agricultural preserves and open space easements based on a systematic 
review of appropriate areas. Agricultural preserves have been established 
throughout the county, which provide valuable open space. Procedures for acquiring 
agricultural preserves and open space easements are defined in San Diego County 
Board of Supervisors Policies I-38 and I-37, respectively.  

3. San Diego County General Plan, Conservation Element—Policies and Action 
Programs related to agriculture in the Conservation Element include conducting an 
annual inventory of areas with high agricultural potential (including an assessment of 
the annual gain or loss or agricultural lands), amending the General Plan to include 
an Agriculture Element, identifying and implementing efforts to preserve agriculture 
(e.g., encouraging additional preserves and publicizing the wildlife habitat preserve 
provisions of the Williamson Act), and incorporating the most detailed soil data 
available in environmental analyses. 

4. Fallbrook Community Plan—Fallbrook has a unique village atmosphere 
characterized primarily by low-density residential development and agriculture. The 
general goal is to perpetuate the existing rural charm and village atmosphere while 
accommodating growth in such a manner that it will complement the environment of 
Fallbrook. The Fallbrook Community Plan designates the Project Site as (21) 
Specific Plan and (18) Multiple Rural Use. 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-74 

2.0Significant Environmental Effects

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection’s 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP)—The goal of the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) is to provide consistent and impartial data to 
decision makers for use in assessing present status, reviewing trends, and planning for 
the future of California’s agricultural land resources. FMMP produces Important 
Farmland Maps, which are a hybrid of resource quality (soils) and land use information. 
Agricultural lands are rated according to soil quality and irrigation status, with Important 
Farmland maps updated every two years based on aerial photograph review, computer 
mapping analysis, public input, and field reconnaissance. 

California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act—The California Land Conservation 
Act of 1965, better known as the Williamson Act (California Administrative Code §51200 
et. seq.), creates an arrangement whereby private landowners contract with counties 
and cities to voluntarily restrict land to agricultural and open space uses. In return, 
restricted parcels are assessed for property tax purposes at a rate consistent with their 
actual use, rather than potential market value, which saves landowners from 20 percent 
to 75 percent in property tax liability each year.  

County Board of Supervisors Policy I-38—The County Board of Supervisors is 
committed to supporting and encouraging farming in San Diego County through 
establishment of partnerships with landowners and other stakeholders to identify, 
secure, and implement incentives that support the continuation of farming as a major 
industry in San Diego. Specific elements of this policy include criteria for preserve 
establishment (e.g., eligibility and size), terms (i.e., contract duration), renewal/non-
renewal and cancellation, as well as provisions for implementing eminent domain and 
fee/tax schedules. 

San Diego County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information 
Ordinance, §63.401 et seq.—This ordinance recognizes that the commercial 
agricultural industry in the county of San Diego is a significant element of the County's 
economy and a valuable open space/greenbelt resource for San Diego County 
residents. To further this purpose, this ordinance recognizes that conflicts can occur 
between agriculture and certain other land uses; and it defines and limits the 
circumstances under which agricultural enterprise activities, operations, and facilities 
constitute a nuisance. The ordinance requires that sellers of real property in 
unincorporated areas inform prospective buyers that the property could potentially be 
near an agricultural operation and may experience related inconveniences, irritations, 
and discomforts.  

LAFCO Definition of Agricultural Lands—"Agricultural lands" means land currently 
used for the purpose of producing an agricultural commodity for commercial purposes, 
land left fallow under a crop rotational program, or land enrolled in an agricultural 
subsidy or set-aside program.  Based on this definition, the Project Site contains 
approximately 211.4 acres of “agricultural land” or approximately 54 percent of the total.  
The remainder of the site is generally disturbed with ornamental landscaping or contains 
riparian or native vegetation.   

LAFCO Definition of Prime Agricultural Land—"Prime agricultural land" means an 
area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous parcels, that has not been developed 
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for a use other than an agricultural use and that meets any of the following 
qualifications:Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA 
Natural Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or 
not land is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible. 

1. Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating. 

2. Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that 
has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as 
defined by the United States Department of Agriculture in the National Range 
and Pasture Handbook, Revision 1, December 2003. 

3. Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a 
nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the 
commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of 
unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than four hundred dollars 
($400) per acre. 

4. Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant 
products an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per 
acre for three of the previous five calendar years. 

Based on criteria 1 and 2 listed above, the Project Site contains approximately 14.5 
acres that meet the LAFCO definition of Prime Agricultural Land.  Note that criteria 3 is 
not applicable and criteria 4 and 5 involve proprietary information that is currently not 
available.  However, because the citrus and avocado groves are actively producing; it 
can be assumed that they are returning at least $400 per acre.      

LAFCO Policy L-101—LAFCO’s adopted procedures are required to consider how 
spheres of influence or changes of local governmental organization could affect open 
space and prime agricultural lands. According to Policy L-101, LAFCO should:  

1. Discourage proposals that would convert prime agricultural or open space lands 
unless that action would not promote the planned, orderly, and efficient 
development of an area or the affected jurisdiction has identified all prime 
agricultural lands within its sphere of influence and adopted measures that would 
effectively preserve prime agricultural lands for agricultural use;.  

2. Require pre-zoning of territory (city only) to identify areas subject to agricultural 
preservation/planned development; and  

3. Adhere to San Diego LAFCO’s adopted procedures to define agricultural and 
open space lands and to determine when a proposal may adversely affect such 
lands.

Approximately 209.9 acres of the Project Site is currently and has historically been 
committed to various agricultural activities, with extensive areas supporting citrus and 
avocado groves occupying the lower and mid-portions of ridges and slopes in the central 
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portion of the Project Site. These areas are irrigated and the trees are maintained by 
periodic trimming, pruning, and replanting. The southern portion of the Project Site is 
used to grow seasonal crops (Figure 4.7-1). 

The Project Site is not currently nor has been historically within a designated Agricultural 
Preserve or Williamson Act Contract. A Williamson Act Contract occurs on the McCarthy 
Family Trust land (Williamson Act Contract #75-60; Preserve #15). This land is located 
approximately one mile southeast of the Project Site and south of the San Luis Rey 
River (Figure 4.7-2).

East of I-15 and north of SR-76, the surrounding land has been developed with citrus 
and avocado groves, and scattered rural homes. The Campus Park and Campus Park 
West projects are proposed immediately adjacent to the Project Site on the west. No 
agricultural operations have occurred within the Campus Park site for over 25 years 
(Draft Campus Park EIR, 2009).  There is an agricultural operation (Fritz Family 
property) occupying most of the relatively flat canyon floor to the east of Rice Canyon 
Road, northeast of the Project Site; but is physically separated from the Project Site by 
the Monserate Mountain ridgeline. This operation primarily grows truck crops. Avocado 
groves exist to the east.  

Pala Rey Ranch (McCarthy Family Trust Land) lies south of the Project Site, south of 
SR-76, and on both sides of Couser Canyon Road. The ranch headquarters is 
surrounded by a pasture holding beef cattle. The small roadside Pala Rey Ranch 
produce stand is located on the south side of SR-76 just east of Couser Canyon Road. 
The San Luis Rey Ranch (McCarthy Family Trust Land) is located to the east and west 
of Couser Canyon Road (see Figure 4.7-2). 

Figure 4.7-3 shows the most recent farmland data within the Project Site and 
surrounding area (CDC 2006). Table 4.7-1 depicts the approximate acreage for each of 
the FMMP categories within the Project Site and shows them as a percentage of the 
total Proposed Project area. According to the Important Farmlands Inventory Map, the 
Project Site includes the following farmland classifications: Unique Farmland, Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing 
Land and Other Land.
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TABLE 4.7-1 
ACRES OF FMMP FARMLAND ON-SITE AND 

AS A PERCENT OF THE ENTIRE PROJECT AREA 

Category Total Acres 
Total Percent 

of Project Area 
Farmland of Statewide Importance 55.7 14.3 
Farmland of Local Importance 42.8 11.0 
Grazing Land 136.3 35.0 
Other Land 0.8 0.2
Prime Farmland 6.4 1.6
Unique Farmland 147.6 37.9 
TOTAL 389.5 100.0 

Crop suitability depends on a combination of soil, water, and climate resources. Based 
on an assessment of these resources in the agricultural report, it was concluded that 
portions of the Proposed Project area are suited to the production of avocados, citrus, 
and other frost-sensitive crops. These crops are suited to grow on the steep slopes that 
are less susceptible to the frost, which usually settles within the valleys. Citrus is less 
sensitive to frost and slow permeability than avocados, but is more difficult to manage on 
steeper slopes. 

Various agricultural land uses exist in the Proposed Project vicinity. The nearest 
agricultural operations consist primarily of citrus groves, avocado groves, and indoor and 
outdoor flower crops. These agricultural operations and uses likely perform all or some 
of the following: cultivation; plowing; spraying; pruning; harvesting; and drying; which 
may generate dust, smoke, noise, pests (i.e., insects, rodents, etc.), odor, and the use of 
pesticides.  

4.7.2 Guidelines for the Determination of Significance 

For the purpose of this EIR, the identified significance thresholds are based on criteria 
provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Model, and existing planning/zoning documents 
and legislation (i.e. the County Zoning Ordinance and the Williamson Act). 

A significant impact to agricultural resources would occur as a result of project 
implementation if: 

1. The project will convert CDC designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. 

2. The project would place or establish non-permitted uses in existing agricultural zones 
or on Williamson Act contract lands. 

3. The project will involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. 
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4. The project will conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency 
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

4.7.3 Analysis of Project Effects and Determination as to Significance 

A project would result in a significant impact if it would convert CDC designated Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, to non-agricultural 
use.

Table 4.7-1 and Figure 4.7-3 show the acreages of Important Farmland Categories on-
site. Approximately 136.3 acres of the north and northeastern portion of the Project Site 
are considered grazing lands, according to the FMMP. This area may have supported 
limited grazing in the past, but is presently primarily native vegetation. Approximately 
147.6 acres of the central portion of the Project Site is considered Unique Farmland, 
primarily where avocado production has occurred. Approximately 55.7 acres along the 
central western portion of the Project Site where citrus crops have been grown is 
considered Farmland of Statewide Importance. The remainder of the site is classified as 
Farmland of Local Importance (42.8 acres), Other Land (0.8) and a small portion of the 
site (approximately 6.4 acres) is categorized as Prime Farmland.  

The project design includes retention of 49.3 acres of agriculture within a conservation 
easement.  The groves would be maintained by the Meadowood HOA.  This is an 
important factor because, as stated in the County Agricultural Guidelines, “preservation 
of agricultural resources ensures that the land would remain available for agricultural 
use; however, the choice to use the land for agriculture is the decision of the individual 
property owner”.  This means that a typical conservation easement cannot ensure that a 
parcel continues to be used for agriculture, and merely preserves the agricultural soils 
for future use.  In contrast, the agricultural open space easement on the Proposed 
Project would remain in agricultural use because, as a condition of Proposed Project 
approval, the HOA would be required to maintain the avocado/citrus groves.   

The California LESA Model was used to evaluate the direct impacts that would result 
from conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural use. 

LESA Model Results 

LESA was used pursuant to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as it is specifically 
intended to “provide lead agencies with an optional methodology to ensure that 
significant effects on the environment of agricultural land conversions are quantitatively 
and consistently considered in the environmental review process.” Application of the 
LESA Model includes a two-prong analysis based on a Land Evaluation (LE, i.e. on-site 
soils) and a Site Assessment (SA, i.e. project size, and water resources) to produce a 
numerical score for site-specific agricultural impacts. A project is considered to be an 
important resource under the LESA Model if the total LESA Model score is greater or 
equal to 40 points, and the subscores for the LE and SA segments are each greater than 



4.0  Environmental Effects Found Not to be Significant 

4-79 

or equal to 20 points. The specifics for the LESA Model used for the Proposed Project 
are detailed in Table 4.7-2 and Appendix G of this EIR.  

As shown in Table 4.7-2, while the overall LESA Model score for the Project Site is 40.8 
and the SA subscore is 27.8 points, the LE subscore is 13 points. According to the LESA 
Model, this score means that the Project Site does not represent a significant agricultural 
resource because the LE subscore is less than 20.  

TABLE 4.7-2 
FINAL LESA SCORESHEET 

Factor Name 
Factor 
Rating 

Factor 
Weighting

Weighted Factor 
Rating

Land Capability Classification 27.75 0.25 6.9
Storie Index Rating 24.34 0.25 6.1
Total LE Subscore 13.0

Project Size 80 0.15 12.0
Water Resource Availability 45.2 0.15 6.8
Surrounding AG Lands 60 0.15 9
Protected Resource Lands 0 0.05 0
Total SA Subscore 27.8 
TOTAL LESA SCORE 40.8 Not Significant* 
* For total LESA scores of 40-59 - Considered significant only if LE and SA subscores 
are each greater than or equal to 20 points. 

Based on the LESA analysis the Project Site does not contain significant agricultural 
resources; therefore, impacts associated with the conversion of agricultural land to non 
agricultural use would be less than significant.

A project would result in a significant impact if it would place or establish non-permitted 
uses in existing agricultural zones or on Williamson Act contract lands. 

Current zoning in the Multiple Rural Use area is Limited Agriculture, A70. The Proposed 
Project would rezone the entire site to the S-88 Specific Planning Area Use Regulation. 
The proposed rezoning would not represent a significant impact to agriculture because it 
would not result in any conflicts with zoning for agricultural use. In San Diego County, 
agriculture is allowed in any zone and there are no exclusive agricultural zones. The 
proposed specific plan amendment and rezone would make the site’s zoning consistent 
with proposed use. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with existing 
zoning and impacts would be less than significant.

There are no Williamson Act contract lands within or adjacent to the Project Site. A 
Williamson Act contract parcel is located approximately one mile to the southeast of the 
Project Site. Active agricultural uses occurring on this Williamson Act Contract land 
would not be directly affected by Proposed Project implementation because of the one 
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mile separation between the contract land and the Proposed Project; therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.

A project would result in a significant impact if it would involve other changes in the 
existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
farmland to non-agricultural use. Specifically, other changes in the existing environment 
(as described in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines) may include indirect impacts 
both to and from the Proposed Project.  For example, indirect impacts to adjacent 
agriculture from the Proposed Project may include conditions such as air, water quality, 
and traffic effects, as well as other indirect impacts of farmland conversions including 
trespassing, pilfering of crops, and damaging of farm equipment. The pressure, 
inconvenience, and increased costs of operating the adjacent farm may render 
continued farming infeasible, or at least heighten the attractiveness of selling the farm for 
development. If this were to occur, eventually another indirect conversion could result 
from leapfrog or non-contiguous development pattern. Development approvals result in 
the grouping of viable agricultural parcels between urban land uses, and the likely 
continuation of urban expansion often results in the conversion of the farmland area.  

Conversely, if the land uses proposed by the development are inherently incompatible 
with farm uses, they may be affected by indirect impacts from the agriculture.  These 
may include odors, noise, and vectors generated by the agricultural operation and may 
also include exposure to pesticides or runoff if there is not enough of a buffer.  The 
complaints generated by these types of indirect impacts could potentially result in the 
short- or long-term conversion of agricultural areas to non-agricultural use through 
physical effects and/or community pressures.  Typical agricultural activities can generate 
noise, dust, and odors and could be viewed as nuisance generating to non-agricultural 
neighbors. Each of these changes increases the farming costs at the adjacent farmland 
properties. Land use conflicts between agriculture and non-agricultural land uses can 
result in the conversion of agriculture to non-agricultural uses.   

The Proposed Project would not place non-agricultural uses adjacent to farmland, as 
depicted in Figure 4.7-2, except to the south (south of SR-76). As discussed above, 
active farming exists on neighboring properties. However, the proposed Campus Park 
development to the west, while designated as grazing land, has not been actively used 
for agriculture for over 25 years (Campus Park EIR, 2009).  Sites to the south and east 
of the Project Site support ongoing field crop and citrus operations, but are physically 
separated from the project site by Rosemary’s Mountain and the Monserate Mountain 
ridgeline.  Further, the agriculture adjacent to the Project Site consists primarily of citrus 
and mixed used orchards which generally are compatible with residential and related 
development.  Orchard crops do not generally produce strong odors and do not require 
year round labor, harvesting or traffic.  Orchard crops are commonly located among 
residential areas and nuisance issues are low when compared to more intensive 
agricultural uses.   

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in significant impacts related to 
agricultural land use conflicts because the Project Site is physically separated from 
nearby agricultural operations (SR-76 to the south and the Monserate ridgeline to the 
east).  In addition, the following design features are incorporated into the Proposed 
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Project in order to provide additional assurance that the proposed on-site structures 
would be buffered from both on- and off-site agricultural uses.  

1. The Proposed Project shall provide a buffer between the development footprint 
and the agriculture within Rice Canyon to the east. The buffer would prevent 
residential development from being located adjacent to active agricultural 
operations. The buffer would total 171.7 acres and be comprised of the 49.3 
acres of agricultural open space and the 122.4 acres of natural open space that 
would be preserved as shown on the VTM; and which would be a minimum of 
1,000 feet and up to approximately 2,500 feet at it’s widest.

2. As shown on Figure 1-9, a landscape buffer between the on-site agricultural 
preserve area and the on-site residential areas shall be implemented to provide 
additional buffering. The landscaped buffer would be a 100-foot-wide area.  

Only a landscape buffer, as mentioned in #2 above, is proposed in order to separate the 
proposed on-site residences from the on-site agricultural preserve.  The reason that the 
landscaping buffer would be considered sufficient is that, unlike off-site agricultural uses, 
the activities occurring within the on-site agricultural preserve would be under the 
direction of the Meadowood HOA.  Thus, the HOA would have the control necessary to 
ensure that its ongoing operations and maintenance activities would utilize practices that 
would not endanger or inconvenience the residents (e.g. organic farming). In addition, 
the County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance requires 
notification to prospective property buyers regarding the potential for nearby agricultural 
activities to exist and for those users to generate nuisances such as odor, dust, and 
traffic.  The notice establishes the rights of farmers to farm in accordance with normal 
and accepted customs, even if those activities may be perceived as nuisance 
generating.   

As described above, existing agricultural activities in close proximity to the Project site 
consist primarily of citrus and mixed-use orchards, uses which typically are not subject to 
significant nuisance effects.  Therefore, impacts related to changes which could result in 
conversion to non-agricultural uses would be less than significant.  

A project would result in a significant impact if it would conflict with any applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal plan, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act—There are no Williamson Act 
contract lands within the Proposed Project. The nearest Williamson Act contracted lands 
are located approximately one mile to the southeast of the project site. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project is consistent with this regulation. 

San Diego County General Plan Policies—The San Diego County General Plan 
(1996) contains several policies that relate to agriculture in some way, such as land use, 
open space, and conservation as discussed below: 
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San Diego County General Plan, Regional Land Use Element—None of the 
proposed land use designations preclude avocational agriculture on individual residential 
lots (i.e., small orchards on individual lots); thus, the proposed change in land use 
designation would not present a conflict with agricultural policies.  

San Diego County General Plan, Conservation Element—As there are no Williamson 
Act Contracts on-site and the Proposed Project has evaluated the potential agricultural 
impacts including an assessment of soil resources, the Proposed Project is not in conflict 
with the goals and policies of the Conservation Element. Furthermore, the Proposed 
Project’s inclusion of 49.3 acres of agricultural open space would ensure on-site 
agriculture is retained and therefore, the Proposed Project would not present a conflict 
with agricultural policies.  

San Diego County General Plan, Open Space Element—Potential impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project in with respect to conflicts between agricultural and non-
agricultural land uses was discussed above and were found to be less than significant 
through project design measures. Therefore, the Proposed Project does not conflict with 
agricultural goals and policies of the Open Space Element.  

San Diego County Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information 
Ordinance—As discussed above, there are agricultural operations occurring within the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project, such as the cattle grazing to the west and the field crop 
operations occurring to the east and south. As required by the ordinance, notice to 
prospective homebuyers will be provided to notify future residents that agricultural uses 
exist in the vicinity of the project and that these uses maintain certain rights to practice 
agriculture in accordance with normal and accepted practices.  

LAFCO Policy L-101—The Proposed Project would convert agricultural lands, including 
14.5 acres of Prime Agricultural Land (per LAFCO definition) within the Project Site to 
non-agricultural uses. As discussed above, the conversion of farmland would be less 
than significant based on the LESA Model analysis performed for the Proposed Project 
(Appendix G); however, it may still be considered an adverse affect, as defined by 
LAFCO’s adopted procedures. The finding of an adverse affect on Prime Agricultural 
Land requires additional analysis to determine whether the conversion would promote 
the “planned, orderly, and efficient development of an area.”  

The Project Site is located within the northeastern quadrant of the intersection of I-15 
and SR-76, an area which has been planned as a primary location for future growth 
since 1988 when the Board of Supervisors adopted a General Plan Amendment to the 
Fallbrook CP which included the I-15 Corridor Subregional Plan, along with the I-15/SR-
76 Interchange Master Specific Plan.  This area was planned for future growth due to its 
location at the intersection of two freeways. This area contains anticipated mixed uses 
including Palomar Community College campus (already approved) as well as 
commercial, office and residential uses as proposed for adjacent properties (Campus 
Park and Campus Park West).   As evidence of current planning thought, the Draft 
General Plan Update Land Use Plan designates the portions of the Project Site planned 
for development as “Village.”  The Village category identifies areas where a higher 
intensity and range of land uses has been envisioned.  Typically Village areas function 
as the center of community planning areas and contain the highest population and 
densities.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would promote the planned, orderly, and 
efficient development of the area, in compliance with LAFCO Policy L-101.  
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In conclusion, no conflicts with plans and policies related to agriculture have been 
identified and associated impacts would be less than significant. 

4.7.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

The cumulative study area was generated on the basis of the following considerations: 
(1) applicable cumulative project locations relative to the Project Site; (2) the presence of 
agricultural activity or designations; (3) agricultural resource potential (e.g. the presence 
of high quality soils); (4) physical barriers to contiguous agricultural uses such as steep 
or rocky terrain, and (5) cultural barriers to contiguous agricultural use such as major 
roadway corridors or substantial urban development.  A summary of those projects, 
included in the cumulative study area, which would impact agricultural land, is provided 
below:

 TM 5338 (SP83-01)—Campus Park (Passerelle)—This project proposes  751 
residential units on 417 acres as well as retail space, offices, a sports complex, 
and a neighborhood park. Approximately 85 acres of the Campus Park site are 
now owned by Palomar College, who plans to construct a new campus to serve 
12,000 students. The site contains 176 acres that is zoned A-70 and used for 
cattle grazing.  

 TM 5424 (PAA 04-003)—Campus Park West (Pappas)—The Campus Park West 
project is located adjacent to Campus Park West (Passerelle). The 118.5-acre 
project site proposes 369 residential units, commercial and office uses, a park, 
and open space. There is a small (approximately 10 acres) area of the site that 
was previously farmed, but which is reverting back to native vegetation. Based 
on field reconnaissance and a review of aerial photos, it was determined that 
there is no active agriculture on-site. 

 TM 5532—Fallbrook Ranch—This 11 lot subdivision at 2365 S. Old Highway 395 
that contains Unique Farmlands and old orange groves. The project may impact 
approximately 12.8 acres of agricultural land. 

 TPM 21075—Dimitri, Diffendale, and Kirk—This project is a 4-lot minor 
subdivision , , located south of Monserate Hill Road. The property supports 10 
acres of groves.

 TPM 21156—The Monserate Minor Subdivision—This subdivision is located at 
3624 Monserate Hill Road has approximately 19 acres of groves. 

 TPM 21076—Sumac Minor Subdivision—This project, located at Sumac Road, 
has approximately eight acres of agricultural land.

 TPM 21096—(Fernandez Minor Subdivision)—The project site supports has 
approximately four acres of agricultural land (groves).

 TM 4729—Tedder Subdivision—The site is now graded, but previously 
supported 13 acres of groves.

 TPM 20841—Bridge Pac West—This project site contains Unique Farmland and 
Farmland of Local Importance. Although not actively farmed, it is considered 
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farmland. Due to the large size of parcels proposed, it is assumed 
approximately five acres of the 15.9 would likely be impacted since agriculture 
would remain viable on larger lots. 

The Project Site is located in an area that has been slated for development in a number 
of historical planning documents (see, Subchapter 4.1, above).  

As discussed in detail above, pursuant to the LESA model, the Project Site was 
determined not to be a significant agricultural resource. As such, the Proposed Project 
would not have a direct impact on significant agricultural resources, and would, likewise 
not have the potential to contribute to a cumulative impact. To assure that the Proposed 
Project would not result in such a contribution, the Proposed Project includes the  
retention of 49.3 acres of citrus and avocado groves with in open space to allow for the 
continuation of agricultural use on-site.  

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to conversion of significant agricultural resources within the cumulative 
project area.    

4.7.5 Conclusion 

The LESA Model analysis prepared for the Proposed Project resulted in a score which 
indicates that the Project Site does not represent a significant agricultural resource.  
Approximately 209.9 acres of the Project Site are in active agricultural uses, primarily 
citrus and avocado groves. Development of the Proposed Project would convert 
approximately 160.6 acres to residential uses, but as part of the project design, 49.3 
acres of existing citrus and avocado groves would be permanently preserved on-site 
within an agricultural conservation easement to be maintained by the HOA.  Thus, 
significant impacts relative to the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses 
within the project site would be avoided. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the conversion of significant 
agricultural resources within the project area.    

The Proposed Project could result in “edge effect” impacts to adjacent agriculture as a 
result of the incompatibility of residential uses within agricultural areas. These impacts 
are reduced through the implementation of project design measures including the 
creation of a buffer comprised of the 49.3-acre agricultural open space and the 122.4 
acres of natural open space (total of 171.7 acres), which would be a minimum of 1,000 
feet in width and up to approximately 2,500 feet at its widest part. In addition, a design 
consideration in the form of landscaping buffers would ensure compatibility between the 
proposed on-site residences and the on-site agricultural preserve.   

The proposed Specific Plan Amendment and rezone would make the Project Site’s 
zoning consistent with proposed use, while continuing to allow agriculture in the 
agricultural open space areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with 
existing zoning and impacts would be less than significant. 



FIGURE 4.7-1
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FIGURE 4.7-2
Surrounding Land Uses
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FIGURE 4.7-3
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4.8 Effects Found Not Significant During Initial Study 

The Initial Study found that every issue is potentially significant; therefore, all issues are 
addressed in this draft EIR. 
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